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LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Monday, June 27, 1977, being the first day of the first session of the 31st Parliament
of the province of Ontario for the dispatch of business pursuant to a proclamation of the

Hon. P. M. McGibbon, Lieutenant Governor of the province.

The House met at 2 p.m.

The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor,

having entered the House, took her seat

upon the throne.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I am commanded by
Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor to

state that she does not see fit to declare the

causes of the summoning of the present

Legislature of this province until a Speaker
of this House shall have been chosen ac-

cording to law, but today at a subsequent
hour Her Honour will declare the causes of

the calling of this Legislature.

Her Honour was then pleased to retire.

ELECTION OF SPEAKER

Clerk of the House: Members of the

Legislative Assembly, it is my duty to call

upon you to select one of your number to

preside over your deliberations as Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Davis moved, seconded by Mr.
S. Smith, that the member for Northumber-
land (Mr. Rowe) be the Speaker of this

House.

Motion agreed to.

Clerk of the House: Are there any further

nominations? I declare the nominations
closed and declare the Hon. Russell Rowe
duly elected Speaker of this House.

Mr. Speaker: Honourable members, please

accept my humble thanks for the honour and

responsibility you have given to me today.
I am grateful to the Premier and to the

Leader of the Opposition for moving and

seconding my nomination and to all hon.

members for placing their trust in me. I wish

only to repeat what I said when I was
elected Speaker of the 30th Parliament, that

is, that I am mindful of my responsibility
to protect the rights and privileges of each
one of you.

In a few moments I will, on your behalf,
address Her Honour the Lieutenant Gov-

ernor, using the traditional words which
have been used in this House and in other

parliaments for centuries to reassert the
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rights of the representatives of the people
of Ontario. In this House we value freedom
of speech and the right of members to be
heard and, as the guardian of that right, I

promise to do my best to assure that all

members will be heard in accordance with

the rules of this House.
This House will now adjourn during

pleasure.

The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor
then re-entered the House and took her seat

upon the throne.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. P. M. McGibbon (Lieutenant Gov-

ernor): Pray be seated.

Mr. Speaker: May it please Your Honour,
the Legislative Assembly have elected me as

their Speaker, though I am but little able to

fulfil the important duties thus assigned to

me. If, in the performance of those duties

I should at any time fall into error, I pray
rthat the fault may be imputed to me and
not to the assembly whose servant I am,
and who through me, the better to enable

them to discharge their duty to their Queen
and country, hereby claim all their un-

doubted rights and privileges, especially that

they may have freedom of speech in their

debates, access to your person at all season-

able times and that their proceedings may
receive from you the most favourable con-

sideration.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I am com-
manded by the Honourable the Lieutenant

Governor to declare to you that she freely

confides in the duty and attachment of the

assembly to Her Majesty's person and gov-
ernment, and not doubting that the proceed-

ings will be conducted with wisdom, tem-

perance and prudence, she grants and upon
all occasions will recognize and allow the

constitutional privileges. I am commanded
also to assure you that the assembly shall

have ready access to Her Honour upon all

suitable occasions and that their proceedings,
as well as your words and actions, will con-

stantly receive from her the most favourable

construction.



LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
Hon. Mrs. McGibbon: Mr. Speaker and

members of the Legislative Assembly, it is

my pleasure to welcome you to the first

session of the 31st Parliament of Ontario and
to offer a special greeting to those who are

commencing their first term as hon. members
of this House.

My government rededicates itself to On-
tario's continued progress, by which is

meant not only the strength of our economic

future, but also an increasing assurance of

a balanced and more equitable society.

Le gouvernement entend se consacrer a
nouveau au progres continu de l'Ontario, ce

par quoi il vise non seulement la vigueur
de notre avenir economique, mais aussi In-
surance accrue d'une societe toujours mieux

equilibree et plus juste.

On March 29, at the last Parliament, the

government outlined an extensive program
for consideration by the assembly. It remains

pledged to that program and reaffirms that

all necessary steps will be undertaken during
the course of this session to ensure its adop-
tion.

As matters of first priority, to be completed
before the summer recess, you will be asked
to approve legislation to require the construc-

tion of a French-language secondary school

by the Essex County Board of Education,
and also to give approval to the creation of

the Ministry of Northern Affairs.

Amendments to The Environmental Assess-
ment Act are necessary to enable the inquiry
into proposed development north of the 50th

parallel, to which Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt
has already been named, to get under way.

[2:15]

Legislation will be reintroduced to estab-
lish province-wide single-trade bargaining in

certain sectors of the construction industry.

Legislation is required to meet the dead-
line agreed to with the government of Canada
for the conversion of speed limits and other
related measurements to metric units.

In addition, you are asked to deal with all

legislative measures required to implement
the budget, presented by the Treasurer (Mr.
McKeough) to the previous House on April
19.

During this and subsequent sittings, it is

hoped that all members of this House will,
in word and deed, strive to support a strong
and viable Ontario within a prosperous and
united Canada.

In four days' time, our nation will cele-

brate its 110th birthday. Over the next three

days, at the invitation of the government of

Ontario, hundreds of concerned Canadians

are taking part in a forum on Canadian

Destiny at York University. The real merits

of such a conference lie in its capacity to

meet with constructive dialogue the anxieties

concerning the unity of our nation; in its

recognition of the importance of keeping

op:n the lines of communication among all

Canadians; in its call to rediscover Canada.

Honourable members, my government en-

dorses the traditional right of this House
to the expression of differing points of view
on ways to resolve the issues facing our

province. At the same time, I have every
confidence that the matters demanding your
attention during this session can be met in a

truly co-operative spirit and with loyalty and
devotion to the interests of the citizens whom
you represent here.

I therefore leave you to the discharge of

these responsibilities.

In our Sovereign's name, I thank you.
God bless the Queen and Canada.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: To prevent mistakes, I have
obtained a copy of Her Honours speech,
which I will now read.

(Reading dispensed with.)

EDWARD ZIEMBA

Mr. Speaker: I beg to inform the House
that I have received the following letter. It is

dated June 27, 1977, and addressed to the

Hon. R. D. Rowe, Speaker of the Legislative

Assembly of Ontario, Parliament Buildings,

Toronto, Ontario, and Roderick Lewis, Es-

quire, QC, Clerk of the House, Parliament

Buildings, Toronto, Ontario.

"Dear Sirs:

"Re: Edward Ziemba.
"I understand that Edward Ziemba is a

member of the Legislative Assembly. I wish
to advise that pursuant to the provisions of

the Criminal Code, section 472, I did on the

23rd day of June, 1977, commit Edward
Ziemba to prison by a warrant in Form 16 for

a period not to exceed eight days—"
Some hon. members: Shame.

Mr. Speaker: "—to be brought before me
on the 29th day of June, 1977, at 10 a.m.

"Yours very truly,

"Robert Dnieper,
"Provincial Judge."

ESTIMATES

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, I have a

message from the Honourable the Lieutenant

Governor, signed by her own hand.

Mr. Speaker: By her own hand, P. M.

McGibbon, the Honourable the Lieutenant



JUNE 27, 1977

Governor, transmits estimates of certain sums
required for the services of the province
for the year ending March 31, 1978, and
recommends them to the Legislative As-

sembly, Toronto, June 27, 1977.

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved that this House
approves in general the budgetary policy of

the government.

BUDGET STATEMENT
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, two

months have passed since I introduced my
budget on April 19. During this period my
ministry has closely monitored the perform-
ance of the economy and of our provincial
finances. After carefully reviewing this in-

formation, I have concluded that the 1977
Ontario budget, as proposed, is a sound and
effective fiscal and economic plan of action

for the year ahead.

Mr. Cassidy: Shame. Nonsense.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As the members will

recall-

Mr. Lewis: Resign.

Mr. Deans: Call the election.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
Treasurer has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I thought we were not
to be provocative today.

Mr. Warner: Resign, resign.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It put you in third place.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As the members will

recall, the main dimensions of the budget
plan were as follows:

An expenditure increase of nine per cent;
tax cuts of $201 million; and tax increases of

$209 million, for a small net revenue gain of

$8 million; a reduction in the budgetary
deficit of $287 million; a reduction in net
cash requirements of $311 million; and a

capacity to balance the Ontario budget by
1981.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This budget plan
will slow the growth in government and free

up resources for the private sector. It will

add stability to the economy by stimulating

employment, easing inflationary pressures and

restoring confidence. Implementation of the

budget measures is vitally important to the

health of our economy and to our revenues.

Altogether, there were 14 budget bills before

the Legislature at the time of dissolution.

These bills have been amended where neces-

sary and will be reintroduced at the appro-
priate time this afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, I continue to be optimistic
about the prospects for the Ontario economy
in 1977.

Mr. Cassidy: Nobody else is.

Mr. Sargent: So is Bill Davis.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm always an optimist.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Reports on the cur-
rent performance of the Canadian and On-
tario economies have strengthened my con-
fidence that we will attain real growth in On-
tario of close to five per cent in 1977.
National accounts statistics issued last week
indicate recovery of real economic growth in

Canada during the first quarter at an annual
rate of 5.4 per cent.

Businessmen, large and small, are showing
a good deal more confidence in our future,
and this confidence can be expected to be
translated into investment, increasing job
opportunities and rising real incomes over the
next year. During the first quarter, real busi-
ness capital spending on plant, machinery and
equipment showed stronger growth than

many forecasters had anticipated.
I am particularly encouraged by the im-

provement in activity in our manufacturing
industries. A sharp increase in bur exports to

the United States and a steady improvement
in our trade position are encouraging signs
that government policies aimed at improving
the competitive position of our industries are

having their effect. In the auto sector, for

example, the value of our vehicle shipments
is up nearly 21 per cent, and the value of

automotive parts exports is up by 24 per cent.

The improvement in the performance of

our key manufacturing industries has had a
real and positive effect on employment. In

the first five months of this year, employment
on a seasonally adjusted basis in Ontario has

grown by 88,000 jobs. This growth repre-
sents the creation of more new jobs than the

total for the rest of Canada combined. More-

over, these are real jobs provided by private

employers, a continued reflection of the

positive impact of restraint in public sector

spending and growth.

Mr. Warner: Too bad nobody believes

you-300,000 out of work.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, sig-

nificant levels of unemployment still exist in

Ontario. High levels of unemployment are

concentrated among the young, often those

with no skills and little experience.

Mr. Warner: You can't do anything about

it.

Mr. Cassidy: You're damn right.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The government will

neither minimize that fact, nor ignore the
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plight of those who are unable to find work.

We are faced with, a rapid growth in our

labour force unprecedented in the western

world.

Although Ontario unemployment in May
remained high at 7.3 per cent, down slightly

from the 7.4 per cent peak in April, this

wasi attributable entirely to many more

people than expected entering the labour

force.

Mr. Martel: Just change the figures again.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As a consequence,
I have had to revise upwards my forecast

of average unemployment for the year to

6.7 per cent.

Mr. Lewis: Why don't you revise your
definition of full employment?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: I believe that the

performance of the Ontario economy in

creating real job opportunities since De-
cember-

Mr. Warner: You should join the un-

employed.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —indicates the wis-
dom of our plan to stimulate the economy
in ways other than by government spending.
Special programs are required to deal with

special problems. We have taken the initia-

tive to deal with the critical problem of

youth unemployment in Ontario this summer
with the youth employment program.

Mr. Mackenzie: You take them on while
you! fire the regular employees.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am particularly
pleased with the success of this program.
To date, 10,178 applications from Ontario
businesses and farms have been approved
under this program.

Mr. Mackenzie: How many did they fire?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: With an average of
two jobs for each application, this has
already created 20,000 new summer jobs at
a public cost of about $10 million. I expect
this strong performance to continue through
the summer and I am confident that the
impact of this and other youth-oriented job
creation initiatives of this government will be
reflected in an improved job picture for
Ontario's young people. Our program to
increase employment in the construction
trades through the expansion of government
capital projects, including Ontario Hydro,
is also moving ahead.

Over the past year) and a half we have
made significant progress in reducing the
rate of inflation in Canada. At the same
time, the real incomes of Ontario's citizens
have steadily improved. It would be foolish

for us to sacrifice the gains we have made
for what would necessarily be short-lived

improvement in growth and a resurgence of

inflation, followed by an inevitable loss

oi jobs.

[2:301

During the 20 months of operation of the

anti-inflation program, there has been a

significant moderation in the rate of increase

of consumer prices. This overall improvement
has been achieved despite the performance
of food and import prices, which are not

controlled. Volatile weather conditions have
contributed to food price increases that have
accounted for 44 per cent of the consumer

price index increase to date in 1977, and

currency depreciation has made imported
goods more costly. These price trends have

made it unlikely that the second-year anti-

inflation program target of a six per cent

rate of increase in consumer prices will be
achieved. Nevertheless, there has been sub-

stantial successl in containing the domestic

sources of inflation.

In parallel with this price moderation,

wage settlements in Ontario have also

moderated, and fewer negotiated settlements

are above the guidelines set by the Anti-

Inflation Board. Profit margins continue be-

low allowable levels under anti-inflation

program regulations.
A major danger to Ontario's competitive-

ness still exists through the accumulation of

cost increases in Canada above those in the

United States. Though the gap is beginning

,to close, wage settlernents negotiated in

Ontario during the first quarter of 1977 are

still above comparable settlements in the

United States. Market pressures on wages
and prices are helping to restrain increases

and the lower international value of the

dollar is offsetting some part of our legacy
of uncompetitive cost increases in the past.
But we cannot take for granted that these

market forces will be an adequate guarantee

against renewed inflation. We require a con-

tinuing commitment to the longer-term fight

against inflation in Ontario.

In this regard, we are looking for the

termination of the national anti-inflation pro-

gram but only when an effective post-con-

trol, anti-inflationary strategy has been put
in place. Discussions are now taking place
with all segments of Ontario society.

Mr. Cassidy: That is not what Joe Clark
is saying.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The federal govern-
ment is also attempting to determine the

dimensions and requirements of such a

strategy. These consultations will continue
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in earnest over the next few weeks and
months.

We have established the groundwork for

these discussions in the outline of the options
and the statement of Ontario's position on
decontrol in the 1977 Ontario budget. The
comprehensive analysis in budget paper D,
entitled The Anti-Inflation Program: De-
control and Post-control, now serves as a

major reference source and, along with the
federal government's recently released paper
on decontrol, will assist in shaping the

strategy which is finally adopted.
The April 19 budget proposed a number

of important tax changes. These actions are

necessary to raise revenues as well as to

stimulate important sectors of the economy.
I am providing, for the information of the

members, an updated tax appendix contain-

ing details of the current status of the tax

changes as reflected in the bills which I

am reintroducing today. I would now like to
discuss them briefly.

There will be no change in the effective

dates for any of the proposed tax decreases.

Accordingly, Ontario citizens will benefit in
full from these important tax cuts.

The enrichment in Ontario's personal in-

come tax reduction, to ensure that tax filers

with less than $1,680 of taxable income are

free of income tax, will be effective for the

full 1977 taxation year.

The changes proposed to the retail sales

tax will all be retroactive to midnight, April

19, 1977. These measures include an in-

crease in the exemption for prepared meals
from $5 to $6; a new exemption for certain

disposable items purchased by the hospi-

tality industry; an extension of the exemption
for thermal insulation materials to all build-

ings; a new exemption for certain other

energy-conserving materials and equipment
such as heat recovery units, heat pumps and
solar cells; and an increase from 75 cents to

$3 in the exemption from sales tax on the

price of admission to places of amusement.

There were three incentives proposed to

assist small business in Ontario. First, in-

creased compensation will be paid to retail

vendors and tobacco tax collectors; com-
pensation will increase from three to four

per cent of tax collected, and the maximum
will rise from $500 to $700, retroactive April

1, 1977.

Second, to greatly simplify tax compli-
ance by owners of small businesses, I pro-

posed a flat tax of $50 on corporations with

paid-up capital of up to $50,000, and a tax

of $100 on corporations with paid-up capital
between $50,000 and $100,000. This bill will

be reintroduced, retroactive for fiscal years

ending on or after April 20, 1977.

Third, I am reintroducing The Venture
Investment Corporations Registration Act. In

conjunction with the corporation tax pro-
visions to be introduced in the fall, this will

allow implementation of this innovative small
business incentive by January 1, 1978.
The doubling in the annual exemptions for

purposes of gift tax to $10,000 per recipient
and $50,000 per donor will be reintroduced
as originally proposed, effective January 1,
1977. The increase to $300,000 in the basic

level below which no succession duty is pay-
able and the crediting of capital gains tax

against succession duty will be reintroduced
with several minor changes of a technical
nature. These beneficial amendments to The
Succession Duty Act will be retroactive in

respect of deaths occurring on or after April
20, 1977.

To encourage the flow of productive for-

eign investment into the province, the bud-
get proposed a substantial amendment to

the land transfer tax in respect of the treat-

ment of non-resident individuals and cor-

porations. This bill is being reintroduced,

unchanged, effective April 20, 1977. Briefly,
it proposes that the 20 per cent rate of tax

apply only on non-resident purchases of

agricultural and recreational land. In ad-

dition, the land speculation tax bill will be
reintroduced with an important change.
While the proposal to shorten the holding
period for investment properties from 10 to

five years is unchanged, I 'am withdrawing
the proposed change in respect of farm prop-
erties and replacing it with a better and

simpler one.

Recognizing that bona fide farmers are

not property speculators-

Mr. Sargent: Are you sure you're not

giving any more $2-million exemptions?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —I am now propos-

ing that any farmer who owns and actively
farms a property for any period of more than
10 years will be free to sell his farm at the

time of his choice without incurring any
liability for speculation tax. There will also

be a provision for the proportionate reduc-

tion in taxable Value where a farmer owns
and operates a farm for a period of 10 years
or less. The impact of these changes, which
will be retroactive to April 20, is such that

virtually all bona fide farmers will be free of

land speculation tax.

To close my discussion of tax decreases,

I will simply note that the changes to The

Corporations Tax Act proposed in the 1977

budget have not been altered. Legislation
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and regulations affecting the taxation of oil

and gas income, the fast write-off for manu-

facturing and processing assets and the three

per cent inventory allowance, will be re-

introduced as proposed in the budget, in-

cluding the effective dates.

The revenue impact of the changes to the

tax cuts proposed in the budget are minimal.

The government will absorb a $25-million

revenue loss as a result of the delay in imple-

menting some of the tax increases proposed
in my April 19 budget. Consequently, I now
estimate that the tax increases will yield

$184 million in 1977-78.

(Mr. Cunningham: It was an expensive
election.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There are three

changes in the bills to be reintroduced.

First, I am proposing that the tobacco tax

increase, which was withdrawn on dissolution

of the Legislature, be reintroduced in its en-

tirety, effective midnight this day. Full de-

tails of the tobacco tax increase are contained

in the tax appendix. I would remind members
that effective July 1, the tax on cut tobacco
will be calculated on the new metric basis

rather than by using the old and venerable

avoirdupois system.

Mr. Reid: You got it right that time.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Wholesalers will be

required to declare their cigarette, cigar and
tobacco inventory as of midnight today and
to remit tax on such inventories as directed

by the Ministry of Revenue. To minimize the

inconvenience and work to retailers, they
will be required to declare only their cigarette
inventories as of midnight today. I would like

to take this opportunity to thank both whole-
salers and retailers of tobacco for their

patience and understanding. Their kind co-

operation under very difficult circumstances is

very much appreciated.

Second, the five-cent tax on canned carbon-
ated soft drinks will be reintroduced by my
colleague, the Minister of Revenue (Mrs.
Scrivener), with an effective date of August
1, 1977.

An hon. member: You just don't under-

stand, Darcy.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: This environmental
tax is necessary to complement the ban on
non-returnable bottles which takes effect

on April 1, 1978. This tax will be imposed on
the purchaser, but, for administrative con-
venience, will be collected by the manufac-
turer or importer. Retail sales tax will apply
to the total price of canned soft drinks in-

clusive of the environmental tax. As well, all

businesses dealing in canned carbonated soft

drinks-including bottlers, wholesalers, dis-

tributors and retailers—will be required to

declare their inventories as of August 1, 1977,
and to remit the environmental tax on such

inventories, as directed by the Ministry of

Revenue.

Third, I am now proposing that the change
in The Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Act requiring
the registration of all sellers and distributors

of middle distillate fuels be put back from

July 1 to September 1, 1977. This change is

incorporated in the revised bill.

The bill increasing the paid-up capital tax

for large corporations will be reintroduced as

proposed.

Motor vehicle registration fees will also be
increased as originally proposed, and fees for

passenger cars and motorcycles will be re-

duced to a flat $10 in northern Ontario. The
definition for northern Ontario has been
broadened to include the district of Parry
Sound and that part of Nipissing district north
and west of Algonquin Park.

Mr. Reid: How about half-tons?

Mr. Lawlor: How about Lakeshore?

An hon. member: What about Muskoka?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In concluding this

review of the status of tax changes, I should

perhaps also note-

Mr. Warner: Why don't you conclude by
resigning? This is ridiculous.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —that the conversion
of the rate of the provincial income tax for

1977, resulting from the new federal-provin-
cial fiscal arrangements, remains as detailed

in the budget.
The interim estimates for the 1976-77 fiscal

year published in the budget were based on
actual performance to the end of February.
Final results for last year are now available

and I am pleased to report considerable im-

provement from the interim estimates. Net
cash requirements were $70 million below
interim as the government's expenditure re-

straint program forced out extra savings in

the final month of the fiscal year. In fact,

1976-77 expenditures were $99 million below
the interim estimates shown in the 1977

budget and the growth rate dropped to 10.1

per cent. This improvement means that the

expenditure growth rate for last year was 33

per cent lower than that recorded in 1975-76
and 59 per cent lower than 1974-75. Revenue

growth in 1976-77, on the other hand, turned

out to be less than I expected.

Consequently, I have revised downwards

by $108 million my revenue forecast for

1977-78-

An hon. member: Too much.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: —reflecting the lower
1976-77 base and the $25 million loss because
of delays in implementing tax increases.

Mr. Breithaupt: Because of the election.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The Management
Board will be identifying expenditure savings
and constraining the 1977 estimates to cover

this shortfall in our revenues. The greater-

than-anticipated savings from our restraint

program in 1976-77 provides a good headstart

on this process. This action by the board, in

co-operation with all ministries, will keep the

expenditure growth rate target at nine per
cent for 1977-78, and hold the province's net

cash requirements to the budget forecast of

$1,077 million.

Mr. Sargent: Is that give or take $1%
million?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Our 1977 cash needs
are well within the capacity of the province to

finance from non-public sources. Conse-

quently, I reiterate the statement I made in

my budget by saying, once again, that the

province will not need to borrow in the public

capital markets on its own account in this

fiscal year.

[2:45]

The government's budget plan for 1977

implements a fiscal policy appropriate to the

needs of the Ontario economy and makes
wise use of our financial resources. The
economic outlook is steadily improving,
assisted by the built-in fiscal stimulus in ex-

cess of $1 billion that I documented in my
budget statement, by lower interest rates and

by recovery of the economy of the United
States.

I believe this recovery trend will continue

throughout the year and into 1978. I will be

monitoring the situation closely, and I am
prepared to consider supplementary actions

to stimulate the economy in selective areas if

necessary.
This government of Ontario's record of

achievement in fiscal and economic policy is

second to none. In 1971, and again in 1975—

Mr. Conway: How about the trees, Darcy?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: —Ontario led the way

in Canada in the early and timely implemen-
tation of expansionary fiscal policies to stimu-

late economic growth and to create the

greater number of new job opportunities our

people demand.

Mr. Breithaupt: Each election year.

Mr. Warner: Tell that to the 300,000 out of

work.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We have shown

equally good judgement in recognizing the

threat of inflation and in bringing forward

policies to protect our high standard of liv-

ing and enhance our bountiful opportunities.

(Applause)
Mr. Nixon: You new guys better learn to

applaud better than that.

Mr. Cassidy: Not a word have you said

about the unemployed.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Through firm appli-

cation of our sound management practices
we have imposed a greater measure of ex-

penditure restraint than any other jurisdiction
in Canada. We have reduced absolutely the
number of our civil servants.

Mr. Cassidy: Tell that to the unemployed.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Because of this suc-

cess-

Mr. Cassidy: It's a failure, not a success.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Because of this suc-

cess, I continue to look forward to a balanced

budget by 1981.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the Op-
position.

(Applause)

Mr. S. Smith: After that introduction,

tempting as it is I am rising, Mr. Speaker,

only to move the adjournment of this debate.

On motion by Mr. S. Smith, the debate
was adjourned.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

UNIFIED FAMILY COURT
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of
Bill 1, An Act to amend The Unified Family
Court Act, 1976.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this bill

is in the nature of housekeeping amendments
to The Unified Family Court Act, 1976,
which this House passed at the conclusion of

the 1976 session and which comes into force

July 1. It is made necessary by the post-

ponement of passage of the family law reform

bill, which has twice been before this House.
The unified family court is to have jurisdic-

tion over all family law matters in Hamilton-
Wentworth for a three-year demonstration

project. This bill adds the existing law of

alimony, property and summary support

remedies, which we had hoped would1 be re-

placed by The Family Law Reform Act be-

fore the court began hearing cases. The bill

also contains transitional provisions that would
have been included in The Family Law Re-
form Act.

I hope the House will give speedy passage
to this bill, as these measures are absolutely
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vital to the proper functioning of the court

when it opens its doors next Monday. With
the passage of this legislation, I am confident

the unified family court will show it is the

court of the future for the prompt resolution

of family disputes in one forum and in a non-

adversarial setting.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Kerr moved first reacting of Bill

2, An Act to Amend The Environmental
Assessment Act, 1975.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, this amend-
ment to The Environmental Assessment Act
is essentially the same item that was intro-

duced in the last session and became Bill 59.

I would refer the hon. members to Hansard
of April 26, 1977, at which time I gave a
statement outlining the purpose of the amend-
ment. Subsequently, I also tabled a com-

pendium of background information with the

leaders of both opposition parties, as well as

the Clerk of the House. I have additional

copies of this material if they are required
now.

ESSEX COUNTY FRENCH-LANGUAGE
SECONDARY SCHOOL ACT

Hon. Mr. Wells moved first reading of Bill

3, An Act to require the Essex County Board
of Education to provide a French-Language
Secondary School.

Motion agreed to.

Interjections.

Mr. Mancini: You were going to give them
camping sites.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, this Act is

designed to ensure the construction of a

French-language secondary school in Essex

county. It's similar to the bill that was intro-

duced a few months ago, with the addition of
a few clauses.

Mr. Sweeney: Whether it's needed or not.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It's needed.

SUCCESSOR RIGHTS
(CROWN TRANSFERS) ACT

Hon. Mr. Auld moved first reading of
Bill 4, An Act to provide for Successor Rights
and the Transfer of an Undertaking to or
from the Crown.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Was there a
statement with that bill?

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, simply to

say that it's the same bill that was intro-

duced in the last House.

INCOME TAX AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 5, An Act to amend The Income Tax
Act.

Motion agreed to.

ONTARIO UNCONDITIONAL GRANTS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 6, An Act to amend The Ontario

Unconditional Grants Act, 1975.

Motion agreed to.

SUCCESSION DUTY AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading

of Bill 7, An Act to amend The Succession

Duty Act.

Motion agreed to.

ONTARIO LOAN ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading

of Bill 8, An Act to authorize the Raising of

Money on the Credit of the Consolidated

Revenue Fund.

Motion agreed to.

VENTURE INVESTMENT
CORPORATIONS REGISTRATION ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 9, An Act respecting the Registration
of Venture Investment Corporations.

Motion agreed to.

TOBACCO TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading

of Bill 10, An Act to amend The Tobacco
Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 11, An Act to provide Employment
Opportunities for Youth in Ontario.

Motion agreed to.

RETAIL SALES TAX AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading
of Bill 12, An Act to amend The Retail

Sales Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.
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LAND TRANSFER TAX
AMENDMENT TAX

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading
of Bill 13, An Act to amend The Land
Transfer Tax Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

LAND SPECULATION TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading
of Bill 14, An Act to amend The Land
Speculation Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

[3:00]

CORPORATION TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading

of Bill 15, An Act to amend The Corpo-
ration Tax Act, 1972.

Motion agreed to.

GIFT TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading of

Bill 16, An Act to amend The Gift Tax Act,
1972.

Motion agreed to.

MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading of

Bill 17, An Act to amend1 The Motor Vehicle

Fuel Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.

ENVIRONMENTAL TAX ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading of

Bill 18, An Act to impose a Tax on Certain

Pollutants of the Environment in Ontario.

The House divided on the motion, which
was approved on the following vote:

Ayes
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Ayes

Taylor, G.

Timbrell

Turner

Van Home
Villeneuve

Walker
Welch
Wells
Williams

Wiseman
Worton-86.

Ayes 86; nays 28.

Motion agreed to.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved first reading of

Bill 19, An Act to amend The Highway
Traffic Act.

Motion agreed to.

MOTORIZED SNOW VEHICLES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved first reading of

Bill 20, An Act to amend The Motorized

Snow Vehicles Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Snow: In conformity with un-

dertakings between the federal government
and all the provinces, this amendment to

The Highway Traffic Act which I have just

introduced will convert to metric units the

speed limits and distance provisions in that

Act, effective September 1, 1977. Also, the

amendments to The Motorized Snow Vehicles

Act which I have just introduced will convert

to metric units speed limits in that Act con-

sistent with the comparable amendments
made in The Highway Traffic Act.

MINISTRY OF
NORTHERN AFFAIRS ACT

Hon. Mr. Bernier moved first reading of

Bill 21, An Act to establish the Ministry of

Northern Affairs.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Breithaupt: This is signed by his own
hand.

Mr. Foulds: Is this the second time or the

first time?

[3:45]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: On April 7, as the

members will recall, the Premier (Mr. Davis)
introduced the bill to establish the Ministry
of Northern Affairs. Soon after that the

election was called and it was impossible for

the bill to receive second reading.

It is now my pleasure to introduce this

bill which contains substantially the same

provisions. In the interests of time my
statement is included in the compendium
of information and background material I've

given to the opposition members. We'll carry

on with second reading, and follow it from

there, with the full support of all members

of the House I'm sure.

Mr. Deans: That will be a joy to read-

good bedtime reading.

LABOUR RELATIONS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. B. Stephenson moved first reading

of Bill 22, An Act to amend The Labour

Relations Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Laughren: Where is your omnibus

bill?

Mr. S. Smith: The Minister of Energy (Mr.

J. A. Taylor) knows what he is seconding

there, does he? Did she read it to him?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, this

bill again establishes province-wide-single-

trade bargaining in the industrial, commer-

cial and institutional sector of the construc-

tion industry. The members of this House

will recall that a similar bill, called Bill

14, was presented for their consideration in

the last session of the Legislature but was

not passed before the House was dissolved.

Mr. Cunningham: The last day.

CHILDREN'S SERVICES ACT

Hon. Mr. Norton moved first reading of

Bill 23, An, Act to provide for the Transfer

of Services relating to Children.

Motion agreed to.

Mrs. Campbell: Where's the background
material?

Mr. Lewis: Resume. Your voice is even

better closer—nice resonance.

Mr. Conway: Are you running, Keith?

Mr. Eakins: Move your seat up here.

Mr. Martel: I thought that was a transfer

of power.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, the pur-

pose of this bill is to effect the transfer of

responsibility for the administration of cer-

tain services relating to children to the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

The proposal to consolidate services for

children! was announced in the Speech from

the Throne, and on April 4, 1977, the Pro-

vincial Secretary for Social Development

(Mrs. Birch) and I announced the purpose of
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the consolidation, the basic principles and
the programs to be transferred. The com-

pendium for this bill will be the same as that

used in April.

At the present time, responsibility for the

administration of The Children's Mental
Health Centres Act and The Children's

Mental Hospitals Act is assigned to the

Minister of Health; the Minister of Correc-

tional Services administers The Training
Schools Act; the Attorney General adminis-

ters The Provincial Courts Act and The
Unified Family Court Act. This bill will

transfer responsibility for administering each
of the Acts in its entirety, with the excep-
tion of The Provincial Courts Act. Ihe
following! sections of The Provincial Courts

Act will be transferred: sections 21 to 23
which relate to the establishment and opera-
tion of detention and observation homes and

diagnostic clinics, and section 28(1 )(g) which

provides authority to make regulations gov-

erning the function and providing for the

management of those places. From The Uni-

fied Family Court Act, section 17(i) which
relates to observation and detention homes
will be) transferred.

I will be giving a statement providing
further details on the implementation plan
for this consolidation later in the week.

PERSONAL PROPERTY
SECURITY AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 24, An Act to amend The Personal

Properties Security Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Sargent: To have beer in the ballpark
—Davis is chicken.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: There is an ample
supply in your office, Eddie.

RYERSON POLYTECHNICAL
INSTITUTE ACT

Hon. Mr. Parrott moved first reading of
Bill 25, An Act respecting Ryerson Poly-
technical Institute.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: The purpose of this bill

is to establish a new governing structure for

Ryerson Polytechnical Institute. The size of
the board of governors is being increased from
13 to 23. An academic council to oversee
educational policy at the institute is being
established.

Mr. Conway: Sounds like a socialist plot.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: This bill is based upon
a report received from the board of Ryerson

and in addition, consultation has taken place
with all elements of the Ryerson community.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved first reading of Bill

26, An Act to amend The Legislative As-

sembly Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This makes some adjust-
ments in this legislation, which have already
been agreed to by the Board of Internal

Economy, dealing with mileage allowances
and some allowances for accommodation.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You can drive to the
Sault now, Stuart.

ONTARIO HUMAN RIGHTS CODE
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. B. Newman moved first reading of Bill

27, An Act to amend the Ontario Human
Rights Code.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. B. Newman: The purpose of this bill

is to prevent discrimination on the basis of a

physical handicap where the handicap does

not prevent the performance of the particular

employment. In the legislation "physical
handicap" means a physical disability, in-

firmity, malformation or disfigurement which
is caused by bodily injury, birth defect or ill-

ness and includes epilepsy and any degree of

paralysis, amputation, lack of physical co-

ordination, blindness or visual impediment,
deafness or hearing impediment, muteness or

speech impediment, or physical reliance on a

seeing-eye dog, wheelchair or other remedial

appliance or device.

Mr. S. Smith: Or being a Tory.

LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION

Mr. Speaker: I beg to inform the House
that Mr. S. Smith, the member for Hamilton

West, is recognized as Leader of Her

Majesty's Loyal Opposition.

(Applause).

Mr. Reid: Strangely quiet down

THRONE SPEECH DEBATE

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the House

hereby resolves to dispense with the cus-

tomary address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne and the formal debate thereon.

Motion agreed to.
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PRIVATE BILLS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the fees paid

by applicants for private bills in the fourth

session of the 30th Parliament be applicable

for the continuation of those applications in

the first session of the 31st Parliament.

Mr. Peterson: Who are those payable to?

Motion agreed to.

DEPUTY SPEAKER AND
DEPUTY CHAIRMAN

Hon. Mr. Welch moved, seconded by Mr.

Breithaupt, that the member for Perth (Mr.

Edighoffer) be appointed Deputy Speaker for

this Parliament and that the member for

Simcoe East (Mr. G. E. Smith) be appointed

Deputy Chairman of committees of the

whole House for this session.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Reid: It's easier to say Speaker than

Edighoffer.

NOTICE OF MOTION No. 1

Hon. Mr. Welch moved resolution No. 1.

Hon. Mr. Welch: If I might just make one

or two comments: That motion puts in opera-
tion the rules we were working on at the end

of the last Parliament. If members would take

a look at their proceedings, at item No. 1 in

the order of business for the day, under

notices, I think we'll have to have some

general understanding amongst us, particu-

larly with reference to rules 17 and 19. In

order to accommodate the expeditious car-

riage of the legislation which has been intro-

duced, we might have to have some under-

standing that the time frames that rules 17

and 19 call for might have to be amended on

unanimous consent.

Rather than attempting to make some

special provisions for this special summer
session and then reintroducing them again,

we have simply brought in these new rules

in their former language. I do draw attention

to the fact that there will have to be some
accommodation with respect to rules 17 and
19 with respect to the amount of time. I

would also draw attention to rule 20 as to

how important it will be that we have
notice of amendments in plenty of time to

respect both the letter and the spirit of that

particular rule.

Mr. Conway: Does that apply to letters

of no confidence?

Hon. Mr. Welch: They're now mimeo-

graphed.

Mr. Speaker: I also inform the House that

.the Clerk has laid upon the table the roll of

the members elected at the general election

of 1977. May I express to each of you, both

those who are returning and those who are

here for the first time, my personal con-

gratulations.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

EDWARD ZIEMBA
Mr. Speaker: In accordance with standing

order 30, the member for Scarborough West

(Mr. Lewis) has given notice that he intends

to move that the ordinary business of the

House be set aside to discuss a matter of

urgent public importance.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I under-

stand the Attorney General has a statement

covering this.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize the hon. Attorney

General.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, as

members of the Legislature are aware, the

duly elected member of this assembly for

the riding of High Park-Swansea (Mr.

Ziemba) has been committed to jail under

provisions of the federal Criminal Code.

The member refused to obey the order of a

court to disclose the source of information

he obtained in relation to a criminal pro-

ceeding involving a medical laboratory and

the Ontario Health Insurance Plan.

The information the member has refused

to give the court has been ruled relevant to

the defence in the case, both by the presi-

ding provincial court judge and the Supreme
Court of Ontario. This matter has prompted
much oomment by members of the Legisla-

ture, the media and the public. It has

further been a subject of discussions I have

had with senior members of my ministry

late last week and throughout the weekend.

In reference to the specific matter in-

volving the member for High Park-Swansea,

I have several comments. All members and

the general public should understand that

this is essentially a matter between the mem-
ber for High Park-Swansea and the court

that has jurisdiction over the case. Never-

theless, it is a matter of serious concern to

me, and I'm sure to all members, that a

member of the Legislature is in jail. At the

same time, I want to point out and to stress

that there were and still are remedies open
to the member to deal with his predicament.

[4:00]

The preliminary hearing of the case in

question began on January 4 of this year

and later in January the member first refused

to answer a question put to him by counsel

for the defence. On March 23, the question



JUNE 27, 1977 15

of his refusal was before the Supreme Court

of Ontario and on April 12, that court ruled

that the question was relevant to the proper
conduct of the defence in the preliminary

hearing. On May 13, the member was again

asked to answer the question at the prelim-

inary hearing and again cautioned about the

consequences or possible consequences of his

refusal. The matter was put over to June 23

when the member continued his refusal to

abide by the direction of the court. He was

then committed to jail.

Throughout the sequence of events and at

the present time the member has, 'and has

had, several legal options open to him in th s

regard. He could have appealed the Supreme
Court decision and he could have applied

for a writ of habeas corpus to obtain his re-

lease pending a judicial review of the mat-

ter. He has chosen not to avail himself of

these opportunities and so remains in jail;

but from his jail cell he has made comments

urging me as the Attorney General to inter-

vene on his behalf.

My duty as the Attorney General is of

course to continue to recognize the rights

of the accused persons before the court in

this matter, as well as the highly publicized

predicament of the member for High Park-

Swansea. This particular case undoubtedly
does pose a dilemma for me.

As Attorney General, I am responsible for

the prosecution of the laboratory and two of

its principals who are before the court in this

case. I feel that to intervene on behalf of the

member for High Park-Swansea and in effect

against the people that my own agents are

prosecuting could be seen to be both improper
and unfair. I am therefore very reluctant to

take any step that would interfere, or would
be perceived as interfering, in the proper
conduct of the defence in this case. I have also

taken note of reports that the member for

High Park-Swansea has instructed his own
lawyer not to take action in court to seek his

early release from jail pending a further

ruling on the matter. I have had no contact

with the member or his lawyer, and any
Attorney General would always be very con-

cerned in any event about the propriety of

intervening and possibly interfering with the

course of justice.

There can also be no doubt that one of

the duties of the member for High Park-

Swansea, as both a witness and a citizen, is

to abide by the law. He has in these circum-

stances chosen not to. He is now using his

situation to try to mobilize public opinion to

effect a change in law giving an extended

privilege to members of the Legislature. It

has occurred to me that one of his duties as

a member would have been to try to clarify
this situation by taking all avenues open to

him in the legal process. That procedure
would have been in the best interests of all

members of the Legislature in helping us

carry out our responsibilities as representa-
tives of the public within the limits of law.

Nevertheless, this matter has given rise to

questions about legislation to extend the privi-

lege of members to include the right to keep
confidential the sources of information brought
to us in the performance of our duties by
members of the public. There is little or no

experience in other jurisdictions to assist us in

this regard.

Within the Canadian common law provinces

legislation, where it exists on the matter of

a member's privilege, tends to follow almost

exactly the approach taken in Ontario's exist-

ing legislation. Generally speaking, a clear

distinction is drawn between civil and

criminal matters and legislative or common
law protections extend only to civil matters.

None of the law reform commissions appear
to have dealt with this issue and no other

jurisdiction is known to have legislation simi-

lar to what is being suggested by some mem-
bers opposite. There are also serious doubts

whether Ontario could legally pass such legis-

lation that would delve into the criminal law,

a federal responsibility.

In addition, this assembly should seriously

consider the wisdom of granting to politicians

rights before the criminal courts that are not

enjoyed by the general public. It is a basic

principle that no man, even an elected repre-

sentative, should! be above the rule of law.

I should also like to put the question of a

member's privilege or protection or immunity
in the wider context of the rules which the

courts have, over the centuries, laid down
for the protection of the channels of com-

munication by which the detection of crime is

brought to the attention of law enforcement

officials. A strong stream of judicial authority

affords a limited protection from disclosure in

relation to the existence, source and contents

of communications made by an informer to a

law enforcement official regarding the alleged

commission of a criminal offence.

The cases hold that this protection or privi-

lege exists on account of the importance to

the public that those persons who are channels

for the detection and prosecution of crime

should receive protection against unnecessary

disclosure. However, the courts, in asserting

that protection against unnecessary disclosure,

have very strongly held that disclosure will

be compelled if necessary to assert the in-

nocence of the accused or is otherwise truly
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necessary to the investigation of the truth of

the case.

One eminent judge asserted the general

principle in the following words, and I quote:
"I do not say it is a rule which can never be

departed from. If upon the trial of a prisoner,

the judge should be of the opinion that the

disclosure of the name of the informant is

necessary or right in order to show the

prisoner's innocence, then one public policy
is in conflict with another public policy. And.

that which says that an innocent man is not

to be condemned when his innocence can be

proved is the policy which must prevail."

The courts have thus very clearly extended

some protection against disclosure of the

source of confidential information given to

law enforcement officials. They have likewise

put clear limits on the extent of the protec-
tion from disclosure. The question of great

public importance now arises as to whether
that protection extends equally or should ex-

tend equally to the existence, source and con-

tents of such confidential information com-
municated to members of this assembly.
The Hon. Mr. Justice Steele, in his judge-

ment in this matter, held that an informant

to a member of this assembly is not in the

same position as an informant to the police.

This decision is of the utmost public impor-

tance, not only to the enforcement of criminal

justice, but also to the rights, duties, privileges

and protections of every member of this

assembly.
As Attorney General, I cannot let these

important questions, which are central to the

administration of justice and to the rights

and duties of the member of this assembly,

go unanswered. It is for this reason that I

have decided, to ask the executive council to

advance to the Court of Appeal a reference

in order to secure for the government, the

administration of justice, the members of this

assembly and the public, answers to these

following fundamental issues:

1. Is it open to a court in a criminal pro-

ceeding to refrain from compelling a mem-
ber of the Legislative Assembly to disclose

the existence, source or content of a com-
munication made to him by an informant on
the same basis as communications by inform-

ants to law enforcement officials have been
held on occasion to be protected from dis-

closure in the public interest?

2. If so, what principles and interests should
the court consider in determining whether it

is in the public interest to compel or to re-

frain from compelling such disclosure?

3. Does the Legislative Assembly of On-
tario have the power to enact legislation

protecting its members from being com-

pelled by a court in a criminal case to dis-

close the existence, source or content of a

communication from an informant?

Nevertheless, at the same time, I welcome
a debate at the appropriate time on the prin-

ciple of extending the privileges of a mem-
ber of the Legislature in relation to matters

coming before the courts. However, I sin-

cerely believe a debate at this point in time

would be premature. Certainly it would not

be in the public interest for it to be carried

on in an emotionally charged atmosphere
where it may be very difficult to retain the

necessary perspective.

The member for High Park-Swansea can

end his jail sentence on Wednesday when
he is returned to court, if he chooses to do

so. If he chooses not to, counsel for the

Crown will at that time invite the presiding

provincial judge to consider that any con-

tinued incarceration of the member is a

matter that ought to be left to be determined

by the trial judge, who, of course, will have

the advantage of the judgement of the Court

of Appeal on the reference.

Mr. Lewis: I wonder, Mr. Speaker, as the

member who gave you notice under standing
order 30, if I might speak very briefly to

the Attorney General's intervention.

In light of the intervention, and particu-

larly its finale, I think it is unnecessary—we
think it is unnecessary—to pursue this debate

this afternoon and would therefore ask that

the Speaker not take notice of the submission

under the standing order.

I wish, however, to say very briefly,

through the Speaker, that even though the

politics may demand it, I thought perhaps
tba Attorney General's statement was a trifle

argumentative and prejudicial in its reason-

ing, given the nature of events. May I say

also, Mr. Speaker, and with some regret, that

it was also highly selective in its choice of

authorities, even in its allusions to Mr. Justice

Steele, who I remind the Attorney General

said quite specifically in his judgement that

Judge Dnieper had the authority to find,

and I quote, "that the witness had a reason-

able excuse in this case by reason of his

position as a member of the assembly." I

bring that to the attention of the chamber

only to provide, if I may, some sense of

balance.

I am nonetheless pleased with the direction

of the Attorney General's statement because

it allows for a review of this difficult conflict

of principles and interest to which he alluded

before the Court of Appeal—precisely the

submission which we have put to him, and

I think I must say as my colleague from
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Riverdale particularly advanced, a submission

that I understand will go under The Con-
stitutional Questions Act of Ontario, which
seemed to us at the time the appropriate Act.

We also understand, which is why I don't

think the debate need be advanced this

afternoon, that the effect of the Attorney
General's statement is that either the mem-
ber for High Park-Swansea will be released

on Wednesday by virtue of the presiding

judge putting the matter to trial—which ends

the preliminary hearing and therefore his in-

carceration—or that indeed he would be re-

leased on Wednesday by virtue of the refer-

ence to the Court of Appeal, which release

would therefore be pending the resolution

at the Court of Appeal. Since that is,

I think, the initial object—to have our col-

league back in this Legislature where he be-

longs—and because as well we can resolve

what we concede to the Attorney General to

be difficult matters of public policy around

confidentiality and disclosure, I think under
those terms and in that context and with the

member for High Park-Swansea back here

Thursday morning, we will withdraw our

wish for an emergency debate.

[4:15]

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I wonder if I might
reply very briefly to clarify the matter. As
the Attorney General I have no power to
release the member's colleague. I have put
it no higher than on the grounds that I have
already mentioned—namely whether, first of

all, the member for High Park-Swansea is

in a position to answer the question, or may
be in a position to answer the question that

was asked of him. I have made it clear that

if he chooses not to, then counsel for the

Crown will invite the presiding provincial

judge to consider, as I have already said,

that any continued incarceration of the mem-
ber is a matter that ought to be determin *d

by the trial judge who, of course, will have
the advantage of the judgement of the

Court of Appeal on the reference. The final

determination in relation to the member's
release will be the decision of Judge Dnieper
on Wednesday. I just want to make that

perfectly clear.

'Mr. Sargent: If he had been a Conserva-
tive member he wouldn't be in there at all.

Some hon. members: Oh!

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Now that is-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Ill recognize
the hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. S. Smith: I want to say, Mr. Speaker,
that I am very pleased with the statement
made by the Attorney General and I wel-
come it. We in this party are particularly
concerned not only with the rights and
privileges and the duties which we have in

serving the public, but we are also very
cognizant of the fact that it is up to us
to protect the basic liberties of everyone in

society. The basic one that is in question
now is the right of an accused person to

face his accusers and to prepare his defence.

We recognize very well, therefore, that

the Attorney General has been in the

dilemma that he outlines. We think the

resolution he has come to, which is basically
to ask for an opinion regarding the items

in question, and in the meantime to take

what steps are within his power to en-

courage the release, or at least prepare the

possibility of the release of our colleague
from High Park-Swansea, are reasonable

steps that he is taking.

As a physician, I am aware that in this

province and the common law provinces,

physicians and clergymen do not enjoy the

privilege that applies, for instance, in the

province of Quebec. I think it is very im-

portant, lest we start extending privilege

willy nillyy or even thoughtfully but in an

emotional atmosphere, that we take what

steps we can to secure the release of the

member and then allow the courts to pro-
ceed with the case—as frankly I wish the

member himself had chosen to instruct his

counsel to do. However, he has not done

so; the Attorney General is doing so; the

executive council apparently will act on
this. I for one am pleased and my party

supports the statement made by the Attorney
General.

Mr. Speaker: I recognize and appreciate

the various comments which have been made
and I accept the hon. member for Scar-

borough West's offer to withdraw his

motion.

Mr. Peterson: Spend $50 and hire a decent

lawyer.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, it has

been agreed on consent that we will con-

vene again at 8 o'clock and at that time

take into consideration second reading of

Bills 1 and 2 placed on the order paper this

afternoon.

The House recessed at 4:20 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

UNIFIED FAMILY COURT
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Grossman, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-
Murtry, moved second reading of Bill 1, An
Act to amend The Unified Family Court

Act, 1976.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. parliamentary
assistant have an opening statement?

Mr. Grossman: This bill is necessary for

two reasons. First is the delay in passing
The Family Law Reform Act which, with the

co-operation of our friends opposite, can-
it is hoped—be remedied before the end of
the year. Due to the fact that The Family
Law Reform Act has not yet been passed,
we must now act before July 1, 1977, to

confer jurisdiction on the new unified family
court.

The old provincial court family division

ceases to exist in the judicial district of

Hamilton-Wentworth on July 1, 1977. There-

fore, it becomes necessary to provide a
forum for those matters. That is the same
date upon which the new unified family
court comes into existence and it is appro-
priate and necessary to confer upon this court
the necessary jurisdiction to handle cases

that would otherwise be heard in the pro-
vincial court family division.

The approach we have taken is to permit
all of the remedies under the old legislation
to be received in the new unified family
court and it confers jurisdiction to rehear

applications under The Deserted Wives' and
Children's Maintenance Act, even though, for

example, the order was made by a judge of

the provincial court.

This will operate in an interim fashion so

that all those cases formerly heard in a

provincial court will be heard in the unified

family court, and this interim measure will

become unnecessary as and when The Family
Law Reform Act is passed.

This will explain the two schedules in-

cluded in Bill 1—the first, which confers juris-

diction under those specific Acts, being re-

pealed and therefore omitted from the second
schedule contained in Bill 1; the first schedule
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also includes, of course, jurisdiction in re-

spect of alimony actions.

The second reason for Bill 1 is to pro-
vide transitional rules for the movement
from the provincial court family division
into the new unified family court. These
clauses would, in any event, be necessary
in legislation because it is unable to provide
these rules in any other fashion under The
Unified Family Court Act and The Provincial
Courts Act, so we do it in this statute.

The system is simple, in that it provides
that where proceedings are commenced in
the provincial court family division before
the Act comes into force and no evidence
has been introduced, with the exception of
interim orders, then the proceeding is deemed
to be a proceeding commenced in and shall

be heard by the unified family court. So
it's a fairly simple procedure, and those
matters will be transferred to the unified

family court, subject, of course, to such direc-

tions as the court considers appropriate.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, you'll see that Bill 1

amends The Unified Family Court Act to

provide for the bill to be repealed July 1,

1980. This would permit a full three-year run
of the unified family court from and after

July 1, 1977.

Mr. S. Smith: On this particular matter,
Mr. Speaker, I've had some considerable in-

terest since, both as a professional who has
testified many times in family matters and in

family courts, and also as a representative of
the Hamilton area, I've Watched the ex-

periment with great interest and I am
familiar with the honourable judges who
propose to do their work in the unified family
court and who are working there.

I feel that although we are, of course,
somewhat concerned about the family law
reform generally and we would like to see

that proceed as quickly as we can, we believe

these transitional provisions are quite reason-

able, and I think the experiment in Hamilton-
Wentworth is one that's worthy of being
watched very closely by everyone in the prov-
ince. We believe the precise suggestions made
seem reasonable and we're certainly prepared
to support this so that in the interim, before
we finally do get the family law reform

eventually passed, at least the court authority
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will be clear and the unified family court can

proceed with its work. So our party is pre-

pared to support this bill and I wish the

people in the unified family court very well.

I think it's an excellent experiment and one
that deserves to be watched and, we hope,

repeated elsewhere in the province.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, on the particular

piece of legislation tonight, I'm very regretful
that the Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)
is not conducting the debate. We're not just

at loggerheads but at such lengthy logger-
heads now, that whereas formerly we could

combat eyeball to eyeball so to speak, now
we're removed at an amicable distance from
one another and one really can't say what he
thinks. So I turn to the parliamentary assist-

ant (Mr. Grossman) who is an amicable sub-

stitute in this particular regard. It is indeed
a shame that he has to move legislation be-

fore this House of this particular kind because
of ineptitude. Would one go that far?

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Don't be mean, Pat.

Mr. Lawlor: Well, I have the long memory
of the elongated elephant, you know, and as

we sat through those hearings last fall, being
the mere chairman at that time of the justice

committee, my prognostications have proven
—well it's the first time in my life so I may as

well mention it in this House—completely
valid and verified.

I said as we came into November that if

we didn't get that legislation through before
Christmas we may see many moons and even
Christmases pass and amendments to the
unified family court legislation having to be
moved many times before this House. Why,
gentlemen and ladies, you know that our lives

here today may be very tenuous indeed. The
whole thing upon which this turns is being
projected now over into next fall. Thank God,
just between you and me, Mr. Speaker, that
it is. August is not the time to deal with

family reform, but there you are.

At that time I said if it wasn't done that
we would very likely come deep into the next

following year before we had that legislation
in place; and that wouldn't it be wiser to

push it through. We had heard many briefs.

We had multitudes of individuals appear be-
fore us and pretty well had canvassed the
issue. Still, I suppose, a certain prudence
reigned in the particular context, and here
we are today being forced to bring in emer-
gency legislation, albeit of a housekeeping
nature, in order to obviate what could very
easily have been handled at an earlier time;
either by handling it last fall—we had three
solid months of hard work on the thing at
that time—or by bringing this House into
session at an earlier time; or, having brought

the House into session among the latter-day

saints, going forward with it, which we didn't

proceed to do, did we? The whole thing fell

into abeyance and an election was called.

All perfectly predictable; you didn't even

need a horoscope to say that the ambience
of this evening in the Legislature would be

wholly in the cards, and the cards are being
dealt as things presently stand.

I will not dwell upon the legislation at

length. I would refer this House to the

magnificent constitutional oration made by
my friend from Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) on
that particular occasion, where deep into the

lore of our parliamentary institutions, about

the parallel powers touching family law as

between the federal government and our gov-

ernment, the kinds of accommodation, or

better disaccommodation, that existed in try-

ing to resurrect this legislation, was to some
extent discussed. The mean jealousies of

little men on all sides of the fence.

Who's going to appoint the judges was the

central theme. This really hung them up; the

jealousy of the prerogative of the appoint-
ment. You know, you have to get your friends

into office if you possibly can. The federal

government had the central track with re-

spect to the Supreme Court and county court

judges. That's a jealously guarded, perhaps
the most singularly jealously guarded preroga-
tive of the federal government.

Over here, you know, we have the odd

guy who wants to be a family court judge or

provincial court judge, and they were being
turfed out of their jobs because of certain

blindfoldedness; and how on earth were you
ever going to work out these difficulties?

They haven't been worked out. They've

only been partially worked out. Some kind of

compromise agreement was reached whereby
the federal minister, selecting among extant

family court judges, would designate his boy
or woman in this particular context and

appoint them as the family court judge to

exercise this very wide jurisdiction.

No one at any time, in the course of this

House and through the hearings of the Law
Reform Commission, has ever taken umbrage
or exception with the concept itself. It is the

way in which it is being implemented that

somewhat sticks in the craw.

Since that particular time—at the time

when this debate canie on previously I was

laid up; oh don't we wish we were hori-

zontal tonight; but we're not, we're almost

vertical. So I thought I would refer, just

briefly, in order to get this Legislature off

on the wrong foot, to the report on family

law from the Law Reform Commission; Part
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V, Family Court, page 181, in which there is

the quotation: "All of us would probably

agree with these conclusions, that the family
is a unit which should be dealt with as a

whole and not piecemeal, and that to achieve

this there must be a court with authority
to deal with every legal problem which
arises in the family; and that to prevent the

parties themselves from dividing the matter

among the several courts, access to the other

courts must be restrained."

[8:15]

It goes on in that particular vein. Then,
making further reference to the Law Reform
Commission report, arising out of the

volumes and volumes of the report on family

law, wherein part one of this particular re-

forming of the whole court structure which
is going on at the present time—and this is

the initial step in that particular direction—
and I do take exception to this business of

a pilot project, and the penchant of the

present government for initiating pilot pro-

jects—tentative, empirical, like some small

insect out of a remote age, some crustacean
with a tentacle—he reaches out and feels

around to see whether there is any form of

enemy life in the breeze out there.

With this particular approach to reality

they want to do everything by way of ex-

periment and pilot projects. I would think

this would be carried out somewhat more

massively. You've got a three-year project
here. Surely, the Attorney General says that

he's trusting, that it would be a lesser time

that will have proved itself, but why couldn't

it have been in six, 10 or 12 areas of the

province in the central zone where the same

project is launched? We all know the in-

trinsic validity—the Law Reform Commis-
sion of Canada, of Ontario, and the other

provinces, have all come to an identical con-

clusion. There is a consensus on this par-
ticular thing. Yet, we get the Hamilton-
Wentworth project as a testing ground. I

hardly think that it's necessary. We have
that as a syndrome of the present approach
to law reform in this province.

It is extremely interesting to see what the

Law Reform Commission of Ontario had to

say: "The most serious contributing factor

of the present inadequacy of the provincial
court family division is their extremely
limited jurisdiction. There is little doubt that

the present jurisdiction of the court is not

adequate. Four different branches of the

hierarchy—supreme, county, surrogate and

provincial—all administer family law and this

results in overlapping and competing juris-

diction, fragmented jurisdiction, conflicts in

philosophy and approach to the same prob-
lems among the different courts."

A little further down he points out: "The
fact that four distinct branches in the judicial

hierarchy in Ontario administer family law
leads to some anomalous situations. The
provincial court family division can take a

child permanently from its natural parents
and make it a ward of the Crown but has

no jurisdiction to take a child from one

parent and order custody in favour of an-

other, except in very limited situations under
The Deserted Wives' and Children's Main-
tenance Act. Custody is a matter for the

Supreme Court or the surrogate court. Nor
has the provincial court family division the

power to make an adoption order."

It goes all the way through with respect
to maintenance, adoption, alimony, divorce,
the whole thing. One of the primary ways
and I think we all agree, in which the court

oosts and the costs of legal aid and so forth

can be very substantially reduced is by the

unification concept. Yet, it's placed in some
kind of limbo—and though I don't want to

be too theological, even in purgatory—in
terms of the way in which this present legis-

lation is being sent forward.

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the legislation

will go—even though I have a few questions
—into committee. I assure you there will be
no prolongation of the issue, but there are

two or three questions that I would ask. I

would ask to prevail upon the minister's re-

presentative to permit that—in the House of

course—and I think any difficulties that I

have with the legislation can be obviated.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I want to

address myself to this bill and I speak in

sorrow that it's before us at all. The reason

is the laxness and delays of government and
the lack of commitment to the family law
reform legislation which ought to have been
in place by this time. That is the reason why
basically the amendment is before us.

I would also like to point out that this

court will be dealing with The Child) Welfare

Act. I would like to recall the magnificent
record of this government in the amendment
to The Child Welfare Act which was brought
forward by the government in its attempt to

give equality to women, recognizing Inter-

national Women's Year. What was that

amendment? The amendment was brought
forward simply to clarify what someone might
have deemed to be ambiguous, but I know of

no one active in this field of law who felt it

was ambiguous. That was to ensure that either

parent would be equally responsible for the

maintenance of children. Fine, I have no

objection to that being clarified. But one of
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the dandy things the government didn't do
was it did not amend the legislation. What it

did was say that either parent was equally

responsible, only the father, whether or not he
were maintaining the child, had the right to

determine the religion of the child. This is

psyched into this legislation. So far as I'm

concerned, there is no question that we need
to have a Unified Family Court Act.

I agree with the member for Lakeshore. I

see no reason why there shouldn't be a greater
commitment to the people of this province
than simply to the people of the Hamilton-

Wentworth area. Important as it obviously is,

and particularly to the Liberal Party of

Ontario, I would like to say to you, Mr.

Speaker, that in Toronto and in other parts of

the province inequities will continue. In To-
ronto a family court judge may be dealing
with a matter under the child welfare legis-

lation and find that there is an application in

another court for custody and that applica-
tion under child welfare will have to be set

aside because of the overriding jurisdiction

in this great metropolitan area. I think that

is inequitable. I think it's totally wrong and

only a government lacking commitment would
find itself in this position ait this point in time.

The needs of people ought on some occa-

sion to have some kind of priority in what

happens in this Legislature. What we really

do is consider the needs of bureaucracies and
the way in which we can make tilings work
without a commitment to the overriding
needs of people. This concerns me because

the philosophy is so very different from my
philosophy and my consideration of the needs
of people, particularly the needs of children.

There shouldn't be a confusion between ward-

ship and custody in this day and age any-
where in the province.

Having said that, I recognize, as indeed I

must, that undoubtedly this is something that

has had to be negotiated with another level

of government. I am very sad that the nego-
tiations came forward on such a limited basis.

I don't speak on behalf of judges in the

courts, nor the hierarchy of the courts; I speak
on behalf of the people who need to have a

determination of their problems in a way
which is meaningful. And, with the greatest

respect, I don't think that is confined to

Hamilton-Wenworth, to Ottawa, to Thunder

Bay or even to Toronto. But the problem is

that we seem to have to work out mechanics
before we commit ourselves to the philosophy
of concern for needs of a family.

You can't isolate these cases and put them
in separate litde compartments; these are

overriding needs. Children are being hurt,
and can continue to be hurt, because of this

little-mindedness, possibly both at this level

of government and at the federal level. I am
quite prepared to accept the fact that the

federal government undoubtedly can't escape
its own litde-mindedness of purpose either,

if that is the reason for this legislation.

There is nothing I can do other than to

accept this bill, as my leader has indicated.

But I protest the lack of real commitment to

people that it represents, and it certainly
embarrasses me to be a part of such a little-

mindedness.

Mr. Renwick: I will be very laconic in my
remarks, Mr. Speaker, because I am looking
forward to the contributions of the members
for Durham West (Mr. Ashe) and Durham
East (Mr. Cureatz), for I know my former

colleagues from those ridings most certainly

would have been participating in a debate of

such importance as this.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Too bad they are not

here.

Mr. Reid: If they had kept their mouths

shut, they might have been here.

Mr. Renwick: Indeed, after that, I am
most anxious to hear the contribution of the

member for Fort William (Mr. Hennessy),
the member for Peterborough (Mr. Turner),
the member for Cochrane South (Mr.' Pope)
and the member for Timiskaming (Mr.

Havrot). I say this because some of them
came from the old time when they didn't

have to participate, and I just wanted to

let the new members know that we look

forward to and anticipate the contributions

that they would make, because we would
like to compare them with the contributions

made by our former colleagues in this

House from those ridings.

Mr. Havrot: That is not hard.

Mr. Lawlor: Let's hear you.

Mr. Renwick: We're really looking for-

ward to the intense and deep social concern

of the now member for Peterborough as

compared with the former member for

Peterborough on matters related to the uni-

fied family court.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You sound a little hurt.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Sour grapes. The pub-
lic recognized it.

Mr. Renwick: We particularly want the

comments from the returned member for

Timiskaming on matters related to family

court matters as they relate to his part of

the world.

Mr. Havrot: It's not what you say, it's

what you do. Actions speak louder than

words.
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Mr. Speaker: Now could we get to Bill 1,

please?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Could we get
to Bill 1?

Mr. Havrot: Actions, not words.

[8:30]

Mr. Renwick: I may say that in each of

thei bills that will come before the assembly
we will be listening very closely to what
the members from those particular ridings
will be saying-

Mr. Havrot: You don't have to listen. It is

action that counts. It is not words.

Mr. Renwick: —because they're going to

be here for such a short time that we want
to understand clearly what their contribu-

tion may be—
Mr. Reid: You have a hard act to follow.

Mr. Renwick: —on all of the matters of

such fundamental importance that the gov-
ernment intends to bring before us.

Mr. Havrot: It isn't what you say, it's

what you do.

Mr. Renwick: Perhaps I could address

myself—

Mr. Speaker: Could we get some order,
please? Would the hon. member get to the

principle of Bill 1?

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, I thought the member for Riverdale
was in favour of minority government.

Mr. Speaker: That's not a point of order.
If the hon. member for Riverdale will con-
tinue, we'll get into the principle of Bill

1, please.

Mr. Lawlor: It depends on who is the
minority.

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: I wanted to address myself
particularly to the parliamentary assistant to
the Attorney General who! is—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member for Riverdale.

Mr. Renwick: -piloting this bill, if I may
say, through the assembly tonight. It's cer-

tainly a bill that is a challenge to him, I

know, because it embodies several very im-
portant principles, all of which are er-
roneous. I want the members particularly
who have been returned from the seats of

my former colleagues to understand the
kind of gobbledegook that the government
introduces to us as the first bill for us to
consider in this first session of the 31st
Parliament.

Mr. Havrot: Defeat is bitter, isn't it? It

is hard to swallow.

Mr. Renwick: I'm a relatively simple per-
son on these matters but the explanatory
note to sections 1 and 2 says the amend-
ments result from the postponement of the

passing of The Family Law Reform Act,

1977, as proposed in Bill 6. It doesn't take
a genius to know that Bill 6, which was in-

troduced today, is The Ontario Unconditional
Grants Act. There is no such thing as The
Family Law Reform Act, 1977. It hasn't

seen the light of day. 1 agree with my col-

league the member for St. George (Mrs.

Campbell), that the government has shown
its position quite clearly since last December,
when we in good faith supported the post-

ponement of those bills so that they could be
heard in committee and dealt with; we now
want evidence from the parliamentary assist-

ant, and indeed from the government, that

they are serious about the family law reform

package which was so much a highlight of

their 1975 election program.
We are being asked at this point in time

to pass amedments to The Unified Family
Court Act, which is a significant and im-

portant experiment in the problems of the

family court resolution of marital problems
of one kind or another, until such time that

something called The Family Law Reform

Act, 1977, which doesn't exist, is passed. If

the government is asking us in this first

session of this Parliament to support these

amendments, Which of course we must sup-

port because they deal simply with the

date as to when that court will come
into operation, I think we are entided in

this assembly to a commitment from the

government tonight on this bill that the

package of bills referred to family law re-

form will be reintroduced, will be dealt with

expeditiously in this assembly and that it is

the intention of the government to introduce

those bills in substantially the form in which
we saw them last and then to permit an ade-

quate and popular public debate about the

contents of those bills.

Those bills are an integral part of the

whole of the reform of the family law in the

province of Ontario on which immense
amounts of time and an immense amount of

fanfare have been devoted over a period
of time and on which many of us have spent

many anguishing hours, including the par-

liamentary assistant, in committee.

What is the intention of the government
with respect to that family law reform pack-

age? Is it, in fact, going to take place? Is

there any motivation or intention by the gov-
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ernment that those bills will be introduced

during this summer part of this session? Will

they be proceeded with next fall? Will there

be committee hearings? Will there be an

opportunity for persons to make presentations

with respect to them, because it doesn't take

any genius to read the so-called explanatory

notes to this bill to see that all of the

amendments—not all of them, but most of

them—relate, for practical purposes, to the

so-called passing of The Family Law Reform

Act, 1977? We are quite prepared; we are

always co-operative. We co-operated in hav-

ing the election. And we are prepared to

co-operate further in passing this bill.

Mr. Lewis: And in having another one.

Mr. Renwick: But we want very much to

have a commitment from the government
about its intentions with respect to the pack-

age of bills known as family law reform, be-

cause those bills are essential in a modern
Ontario. It is essential that we have the de-

bate. It is essential that we continue the

discussions, interrupted as they have been,

so that in due course, before this session—I

don't mean this summer, but this session of

this Parliament—is completed, those family
law bills will have become part of the law

of the province of Ontario.

With that reservation—as my colleague, the

member for Lakeshore, said—we will support
the bill. I look forward to contributions by
the members who now occupy the seats for-

merly occupied by our respected colleagues in

each of those six ridings.

IMr. Lawlor: We want Havrot.

Mr. Makarchuk: Let's hear it.

Mr. Roy: I hate to let a bill as important
as this one go by without saying a few
words. I apologize for my late entry into

this august chamber. I am told by the Clerk

that I was the 125th to be sworn. I am glad
to be back and wish to make a few com-
ments on a bill that I consider of prime im-

portance.

We in this party have for some time been

talking about unified family courts. We felt

£or years that the system in which people
with marital problems were really playing
a sort of running bingo in the sense of know-
ing which—

Mr. Peterson: We are not all Catholic,
Albert.

Mr. Roy: WeH, it was extremely difficult

for the ordinary lay person-

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: My God, my colleagues are

talkative tonight.

In any event, we felt it was high time for

this type of legislation, at least on an ex-

perimental basis—whereby people with family
law problems can address themselves to one
court. We just thought it ludicrous over the

years that people who had problems in family

law, whether it was children or divorce,
were in either provincial court family division,

or were in county court where there was

dispute over the children, or in Supreme
Court where there was dispute over divorce,

alimony and so on.

So I am pleased to say that we are very
favourable to this type of experiment. I say
this with a certain amount of caution because
I haven't heard what my colleagues had to

say some time earlier, but I take it that if

anything is consistent about this party it is

that we follow a policy line all the way
through.
One of the things I think I will enjoy in

this House, as I get warmed up here a little

bit, is that when we talk about the NDP they

will, for a change, be to our left; and I

think that is where they should be.

Mr. Havrot: Praise Timiskaming.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It is Bill 1, Albert.

Mr. Roy: Yes, as I look across I see some
new faces

Hon. Mr. Welch: Nice to have you back.

Mr. Roy: Are you still House leader?

May I congratulate you, as well, Mr.

Speaker, on your appointment? You don't

mind if I just dribble on like this, do you?

Mr. Speaker: Yes, I think we should kind

of stick to the principle of Bill 1.

Mr. Roy: It's comforting. I see so many
new faces, both on our side and on the

other side and I welcome these members.

Mr. MacDonald: Have you decided what

you want to speak about?

Mr. Havrot: Look over on our side too,

Albert.

Mr. Roy: Hopefully we will be able to

work together on legislation as constructive

as this bill here. I only hope, in supporting
this type of legislation, that it does not just

remain basically an experiment. I think the

expansion of a unified family court across

this province should be something that is

done with the greatest of haste.

It's very difficult for the public to under-

stand that the reason we don't have a unified

family court is because there is a jurisdic-

tional dispute between the federal govern-
ment and the provincial government. I think

the lay people are not too much interested

in who's fighting over what jurisdiction.
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Basically the courts are there to serve the

public, but the courts in their present setup
in family law are not serving the public.

I am pleased to say a few words on this

legislation and listening to my colleague, the

member for Riverdale. I sort of wonder, as

he does, what has happened to all the

other family law legislation. I think we have
waited for too long. We delayed it once in

committee, and I think that was worth-

while to get additional submissions to it,

but why aren't we seeing this type of legis-

lation come forward along with this legisla-

tion as well? That is much-needed legislation

and I would hope the parliamentary assistant

over* there will tell us when we can expect
the other legislation dealing with property

rights and children andj so on.

So, Mr. Speaker, just very briefly, and I

appreciate your patience with me, I hope
this type of project will be successful. I am
impressed by some of the people who are

being named on this unified family court

and I am convinced that the program will

be a success-

Mr. Martel: What did you say so far?

Mr. Ray: What] did I say?

Mr. Martel: How about the bill?

Mr. Warner: Get to the bill.

Mr. Roy: You fellows ought to be happy
that I am not taking shots at you.

Mr. Speaker: I think if the hon. member
would address himself through the Speaker
it would be better.

Mr. Roy: I think also I should be modest
and kind in my first altercations in the
House. If the member for Sudbury East
wants to get into a dispute I'd love it, but
not tonight. This is a night when we are

supportive. I see some colleagues out there
who are going to provide some fun before
this is all over.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: The member for Timiskaming
(Mr. Havrot) is back.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the
hon. member stick to Bill 1, please?

Mr. Roy: In any event, Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Do any other
hon. members wish to speak to this bill? If

not, the parliamentary assistant may sum
up.

Mr. Grossman: Meanwhile, back at the

principle of the bill, Mr. Speaker, the mem-
ber for Lakeshore—

Mr. Peterson: What do you know about
principles?

Mr. Lawlor: Havrot didn't speak. That's

the only reason we came tonight.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. par-

liamentary assistant has the floor.

Mr. Havrot: All you fellows know how to

do is wag your tongues.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member for Lakeshore has had his say. The
hon. parliamentary assistant now.

Mr. Havrot: His tongue has wagged long
enough. He has licked us.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Timiskaming will please restrain himself.

Mr. Lewis: You thought this would take

two weeks, did you?

Mr. Grossman: I offered them tickets to

the baseball game tonight.

Interjections.

Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, the member
for Lakeshore and others have expressed
concern over the balance of the family law

package and have commented upon what
they feel is a lack of commitment to the

family law legislation. May I say that all of

those, without exception, who have spoken
this evening must bear their portion of res-

ponsibility for the fact that The Family
Law Reform Act is not law.

Mr. Warner: The first day he's in here,

already the member for Timiskaming should

resign.

Mr. Lewis: The little homily from Larry.

Mr. Grossman: The last speaker, the mem-
ber for Ottawa East, not having had the

advantage of having heard the member for

St. George, himself admitted—and I use his

words—we delayed it in committee and it

was worthwhile. Those were his words. He,
as always, acknowledges his contribution

and, as well, his portion of the responsibility
for the fact that the bill was not read a third

time last Christmas. Indeed, the then chair-

man of the committee, the member for

Lakeshore, was present and he will recall

that the Attorney General and myself both

expressed some grave concern about the fact

that we were delaying it.

[8:451

However, some of the points that have
been made at the justice committee by some
of the members who have spoken this even-

ing gave us cause for concern and some
food for thought and as always, being the

open-minded people that we were—

Mr. Lewis: "Cause for concern. Food for

thought." You are a charming phrasemonger.
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Mr. Grossman: I've been watching the

member for Scarborough West too much
during the election.

We took it out and we withdrew the bill

at the suggestion of and with the concur-

rence of all the members of the committee.
We discussed it at length at that time and
all the members were rather relieved at that

time that in the absence of, for example,
the submissions from the bar association we
should not proceed into third reading of the
bill. We wanted to hear that brief—all mem-
bers of the committee wanted to hear that

brief—and we stood the bill down. Again, all

members of the justice committee concurred;
not a murmur.

Mr. Lawlor: More or less.

Mr. Grossman: And again, it's a pleasant
change, that because we listened and heard
what happened at the justice committee it's

nice to hear the members opposite acknow-
ledge that we did listen and learn from the

justice committee proceedings.
Mr. Martel: Nice to have a minority

government.

Mr. Kerrio: You had no choice.

Mr. Grossman: We brought the bill back
and we looked at it again.

Mr. Grossman: It was reintroduced with a

large portion of the family law package in

the last session of the 30th Parliament. It's

history now as to why that was not pro-
ceeded with, but the Throne Speech heard
earlier today referred to the government's
continuing commitment to its entire legisla-
tive package as presented in the last session
of the 30th Parliament.

Mr. Laughren: You are the epitome of the
Peter principle.

Mr. Grossman: Hence a reaffirmation of our
commitment to the entire family law package
and the members will be seeing it again, in

fact.

Some concern has been expressed by the
member for Riverdale that we Should not

only reintroduce the package but assure the
House that there will be adequate and popu-
lar public debate, in his words. I think our
record on that count is pretty good. As the
member for St. George would have it, perhaps
too good, because we did hold it at com-
mittee stage and refused to take it to third

reading, partly because of our concern that
some persons who had been invited through
advertisements in the press to make sub-
missions to our committee were unable to do
so last fall. That was part of the reason we
held it over.

I find it an interesting comparison to note
die remarks of the member for Riverdale, who

wants assurance that there will be more
public and popular debate on that bill, as

against the comments of the member for

Lakeshore who was complaining that Lord
knows we have heard every aspect of the

thing, we have dealt with it inside and out,

top and bottom, heard everything there was
to hear on the subject and we should have

put it through.

Mr. Lawlor: Do you think we will go
through next fall?

Mr. Grossman: There you have it. They
agreed on the automobile insurance, but dis-

agreed with Deans. Now they're at odds this

evening.

Mr. Lawlor: That's a vile cavil; stick to the

principle.

Mr. Grossman: But then again the member
for St. George and the member for Ottawa
East are at odds as well.

The members have expressed concern over

the fact it is a pilot project only, and of

course it's a pilot project. This was well

known and debated, both at the time of the

family law reform bill, Bill 6, of the last

session of the 30th Parliament and at the time

of the passage of The Unified Family Court

Act.

Just to remind those members who have

just entered the chamber this evening and
those who are returning here after a short

absence from the assembly, the reason that

it's a pilot project is, notwithstanding the

sentiments of the Liberal Party of Ontario, as

the member for St. George would have it,

the Liberal Party of Canada has decided in

its own wisdom that it will go with only one

pilot project per province.
There it is. That's the reason it's a pilot

project; that's their decision. We may or may
not like the provisions of The British North

America Act, section 96 and others, but they
are there as well and we are caught with that

jurisdictional problem. The federal govern-
ment has proceeded as it sees fit and I'm not

about to launch into a defence of its activ-

ities.

But I think it's also fair to point out that

notwithstanding their foot-dragging on the

situation and the fact that they have decided,

for whatever reasons, to go with only one pilot

project per province, our province moved

immediately, notwithstanding the difficulties

that are present and inherent in the minority

government situation, to bring forward the

family law legislation—

Mr. Roy: As though we were opposing you.

Mr. Grossman: —which was not done with-

out a lot of careful thought and considera-

tion, reflected both in the first piece of legis-
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latklB presented and the second piece. So our

commitment is there. We can do no more
than the federal government permits us to

do, and the members who do express some
concern about the fact that it is a pilot project
would do well to look at the remarks of the

Attorney General-

Mr. Warner: Where is Bill?

Mr. Grossman: —made during the debate

on The Unified Family Court Act in this

assembly, where he expressed the hope, the

rather optimistic hope, that it would expand
prior to the expiry of the three-year pilot

project to other parts of the province, and his

desire that it so do if at all possible.

Mr. Warner: Didn't the Attorney General

get any headlines out of this?

Mr. Grossman: Those who have concern

should read that debate and as well should

communicate with our friends in Ottawa and
tell them one pilot project per province is not

enough.

Finally, the member for Lakeshore (Mr.

Lawlor) was expressing some concern that

we'll be back here time and again if the

legislation does not pass later this year, which
we hope it will, and we will be reading him
the remarks of his colleagues and himself

later in committee this year, I'm sure, I

would like to point out to him that it is pre-

cisely to avoid having to reopen this bill, in

the event that there is some difficulty later

this year, that the bill is structured with two
schedules and with, as it were, self-destruct

provisions whereby we can repeal it by proc-
lamation. So we won't have to see this legis-

lation or a similar piece of legislation of this

type back in the assembly if, perchance—and
we hope it will not happen—The Family Law
Reform Act, 1977, whatever number it is,

does not get passed by this Christmas. We
fully expect it will.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Kerr moved second reading of

Bill 2, An Act to amend The Environmental
Assessment Act.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. minister have
an opening statement?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, Mr. Speaker, I made
my comments on first reading.

Mr. Roy: That is not like the minister.

Mr. Bolan: First, Mr. Speaker, let me con-

gratulate you on your appointment. I might
also say it certainly is a privilege for me to

be in this House and to have the opportunity

of addressing the House at such an early stage

during my rookie year.

Mr. Conway: A great new member.

Mr. Bolan: I might also say it is my in-

tention to be in this House for many years to

come, contrary to the intentions and the

wishes of the mayor of the city of North Bay.

Mr. Conway: Where is Merle anyway? Gone

to pasture?

Mr. Martel: He's still in jail, wearing his

pinstripe suit in reverse.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You're lucky that statement

is privileged.

Mr. Lewis: We have immunity in here.

Mr. Bolan: Dealing with this proposed

legislation, on going through it I find it has

both a ring of happiness and a ring of sad-

ness. It has a ring of sadness because it's an

example of the lack of attention by the gov-

ernment to the people of northern Ontario

over a number of years.

Mr. Peterson: Shame.

Mr. Bolan: As a northerner, I really have

noticed the deterioration of our natural re-

sources. I've seen our forests cut down and

our streams fished out, and yet nothing is

done to replace these natural resources which

are so very difficult to replace.

There is happiness, though, because at

last the government has recognized that there

is an urgency and that something must be

done to assist the people of northern Ontario

in dealing with these problems.
The very fact that you do have this pro-

posed legislation is an indictment against the

past governments of this province, over the

past 34 years, for failing to recognize the

particular problems which exist in northern

Ontario. Proof that these particular problems

exist is demonstrated by the fact that there is

before this House proposed legislation to

create a Ministry of Northern Affairs. A Minis-

try of Northern Affairs is obviously being

created because the government recognizes

there are special problems in northern On-

tario and that the government has failed to

meet these problems.

Mr. Roy: Right.

Mr. Conway: Give Leo some employment.

Mr. Sargent: They're going to give the

minister a job.

Mr. Bolan: I might say, Mr. Speaker, that

the inquiry will be a lengthy one. I have

had occasion to go over the terms of

reference, and I presume they are the same

terms of reference which were filed with

this House when the bill was introduced

back on April 26. The terms of reference
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are quite broad and they empower Mr.

Justice Hartt, who will1 be designated as

the appointee, to delve into the many prob-
lems which have been created.

Incidentally, dealing with this inquiry, it

is quite obvious that it only came about

as a result of constant pressure and prodding

applied by the opposition parties during the

last session. Had it not been for this con-

stant prodding, the agreement would have
been entered into with the Reed Paper

Company and we certainly would not have
occasion now to launch an inquiry into the

whole process.

Mr. Conway: The joys of minority govern-
ment.

Mr. Bolan: I might also say that at one
time, after the government announced that
it would propose legislation with respect to
an inquiry, the Reed Paper company came
out with its own environmental assessment
of the impact which this would have on the

community and the environment. That is 'ike

hiring the wolf to guard the chicken cocp
against the fox.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, the inquiry
will be a lengthy one and I would expect
it will touch on many of the phases of de-
velopment and of resources in northern
Ontario. Because of the fact that it will be
a lengthy one, I urge this government, and
I urge this House, to look at it with caution
and not use the length of the inquiry as a
means of shirking its responsibilities for
further development and growth of northern
Ontario.

The problems which we are dealing withm this inquiry relate to our primary resource
industry, but that does not mean to say
there is no room in northern Ontario for
secondary industry and development and
growth other than in the primary resources.
1 would hope the government would pay
attention to northern Ontario and would
not hide behind this inquiry before comingout with sound legislation to assist the resi-
dents of northern Ontario.
Our party does accept this legislation, in

spite of the fact that it is probably 10 or 15
years too late. Nevertheless, we feel some
good can still come out of it and we hope
it will benefit! all of the parties. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

[9:00]

Ms. Bryden: This bill, Mr. Speaker, is a
stage in a very long struggle; a struggle to

bring under public control the granting of
timber limits and licences in this province.
The whole 34 years of Tory government has

been a history of giving away fiefdoms to

private companies, with very little control

over the way they exploited the resources

that were entrusted to them in very long-
term leases, in licences which required very
little input in the way of regeneration and

preservation of our renewable resources.

Mr. Conway: Bryden for leader.

Ms. Bryden: Leases which also brought
back to the real owners of these resources,
the people, very little return in the way of

the economic values which were generated

by the exploitation of these resources. And
so, Mr. Speaker, over the y^ars we have

continually asked that timber licences and
timber limits must be brought under public
control. But we were very concerned when,
two years ago, rumours began to fly that the

Conservative government was prepared to

give away the biggest fiefdom in history,

19,000 square miles, to a company which

had a record of being responsible for mer-

cury pollution in the English-Wabigoon
Rivers system; a company with a record of

harvesting methods which resulted in very
little regeneration, which made it more

difficult to regenerate; a company which, had

exploited timber resources in other areas of

the province and had not fulfilled its obliga-

tions to regenerate and to prevent pollution.

Mr. Reid: They are not responsible for

regeneration, the government is.

Ms. Bryden: This particular proposal,
which was rumoured for two years-

Mr. Reid: The NDP must have paid off

all their research! staff after the election.

Ms. Bryden: —was kept very secret. We
could not really find out what was going on.

In the same period there were numerous

reports coming out that our forest resources

were in great danger, that we were not

renewing as we should be.

For example, Mr. Jim Lockwood, head of

the ministry's forestry division, was reported
to have said that our foresters tell us w?
should be planting 300,000 acres right now
when we are only doing 160,000—this was
in 1976—that the ministry was spending
only $24 million annually and should be

spending about three times that, close to

three times that, in order to regenerate.

Other reports were saying that the days
of the big timber licences were over. Pro-

fessor Kenneth Armson of the University
of Toronto said in a report: "We are com-

ing to the end of the mature exploitable
forests of Ontario." He believed we must
combine both government and industry in a

silviculture programme which would ensure
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that our renewable resources were here for

future generations; that if we did net v/e

were likely to run out of timber in the next

20 or 30 years.

After all the rumours and the denials that

anything was being contemplated of the

size or the extent of the Reed Paper pro-

posal, the very day that the Legislature

convened, October 26, 1976, for the fall

session, the government suddenly announced
a memorandum of agreement with the Ueed

Paper company, granting this rumoured large

tract but saying that the terms would be

subject to review and would not be wiitten

until there had been an environmental re-

view.

One wonders why it was signed in such a

hurry, why the agreement could not have
waited until the environmental impact was

assessed, why it had to be done before the

Legislature met and had a chance to discuss

it; and actually what were the obligations of

each party? There was public concern about

whether native rights and claims would be

protected, whether the commitment of the

company to build a pulp mill would be bind-

ing, whether the contributions of the com-

pany to the costs which the government un-

dertook for a forest inventory would cover

the costs and whether the plan that the

company was to produce for forest manage-
ment would actually provide for proper re-

newal of our resources, for a development
plan which would mean jobs not only for now
but in the future.

So, after the public outcry, and a great deal

of questioning, the government finally agreed
to have an environmental assessment of this

particular proposal. They seemed to be a bit

confused as to whether the assessment should

be under The Environmental Protection Act,

which really was designed to look after

quarries and landfill sites, but they finally

discovered that perhaps The Environmental
Assessment Act, which was brOader, might
apply. Of course, The Environmental Assess-

ment Act did not apply to the private sector

at that time. They had been confining it to

the public sector ever since it was passed in

1975, because apparently tliey felt that we
needed more experience in environmental

assessment and that the private sector should
be allowed to go ahead exploiting and pollut-

ing and developing without any requirement
for environmental assessment until such time

as the government chose to extend the Act
to the private sector.

Finally, under pressure, they brought the

Reed proposal under The Environmental
Assessment Act as a special designation, by
an order in council on December 10, 1976,

but actually the extension of the Act to the

private sector was not made until January 16,

1977. That little discrepancy, I am told, is

permissible under the law. They bring it

under, and then it becomes effective when the

Act is extended to that particular sector.

That seems a rather backward way of doing

things.

After they had brought it under the Act,

they then decided that perhaps The Environ-

mental Assessment Act wasn't the best vehicle

for examining not just the impact from an

environmental sense but the whole question

of the impact of this proposal on northern de-

velopment, on management of our resources,

on jobs in the north and on our native

people's livelihood in the north.

So this is why we have this particular

amendment. I presume that this is the motive.

The government could have proceeded by

way of a royal commission, or a particular

inquiry into the Reed Paper proposal only

by special legislation, but it apparently chose

instead to bring in this sort of omnibus
amendment to The Environmental Assess-

ment Act, which gives it the power to ap-

point persons to study almost any question

that could be considered related to the en-

vironment at the government's request, and

to have the full powers of a royal commis-

sioner or a person acting under The Public

Inquiries Act.

We had some reservations about whether

this was the best way to deal with the Reed

Paper inquiry, or whether we should have

an Act which actually spelled out the terms

of reference of the Reed Paper inquiry and

which spelled out the kind of objectives we
wanted for that inquiry and the kind of con-

siderations that inquiry should take into ac-

count. However, we have decided to support

the bill, but to regard it as an opportunity

to indicate to the government and to Mr.

Justice Patrick Hartt—it is reported that he

will be appointed to head up an inquiry

under this amendment when it is passed—
what sort of questions the inquiry that is to

be instigated—presumably the first one under

this amendment— should consider and at-

tempt to answer.

1m not sure whether adding this rather

broad section to the Act means there is less

of a strict environmental assessment of any

given project. I don't think we want to let

the government off the hook on that. The

whole point of bringing in The Environ-

mental Assessment Act in 1975 was to insist

that no project should be initiated, expanded
or altered without an environmental assess-

ment, and that must be part of the Reed
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inquiry. But we recognize it is a much
broader question; that the interaction of the

Reed timber grant and the whole develop-

ment of northern Ontario and of the north-

ern Ontario economy is very important and

cannot be considered in isolation.

We also feel that the legislation has limi-

tations on what we as a Legislature can do

to influence that inquiry. For instance, we
do not have any control over the actual

terms of reference, although the minister has

supplied us with some draft terms. We do
not have any control over the budget, which

may be quite inadequate for the kind of

study we want. We do not have any control

over the degree of public participation which
the terms of reference envisage will be

funded. Certainly in an inquiry of this sort

we do not want a David and Goliath situa-

tion, where the big companies with all the

lawyers and the ability to charge their costs

up to their income tax-

Mr. Conway: Now, now; easy, easy.

Ms. Bryden: —are able to present briefs

and presentations that go on—

Mr. Conway: What does the member for

Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) think about that?

Ms. Bryden: —for days and days, and have

lawyers there at $1,000 a day for days and

days. The people who are also affected, the

people who live in the north, the people
who make their livelihoods out of the north,
cannot afford that kind of presentation. We
must provide public funding to individuals

and groups so there is an equality of pre-
sentation between the various interests. I

think that is very important. The members
of the government must assure us they are

prepared to ensure through the budget that

they provide for the funding of public par-

ticipation.

We would hope, also, that under this

legislation the government can refer different

projects to any person who is appointed to

conduct an inquiry under this section. We
would hope that whenever it contemplates
referring a specific project to the appointee
that it would bring it to this Legislature for

debate so that we can have some input
regarding which projects should be referred
to a particular appointee and what his terms
of reference should be on that specific

project. There is a danger that with that

power under this legislation, the government
will refer a great many projects to an ap-
pointee and he will not have time to do a

proper job on each one. I would hope that

for this particular inquiry the Reed Paper
inquiry will be paramount, that we will have

a great deal of attention paid to that very

large proposal.

[9:15]

We are concerned about how this amend-
ment will be used. Whether it will be a sort

of basket in which the government puts hot

potatoes; or whether it will actually be di-

rected toward the development of an econo-

mic plan for northern Ontario—a plan which
will take into account the environmental

impact of any project and the effect it will

have on the residents of northern Ontario,

including the native peoples; a plan which
will ensure the preservation of our renewable

resources; a plan which will ensure jobs, not

only now from the immediate exploitation of

our resources but for future generations,

jobs which can be based on the exploitation
—in the finest sense of the word exploitation
—of our natural resources: our timber re-

sources, our mineral resources, our water re-

sources and our human resources in the

north.

We must look at this legislation in the

sense that we need it to provide the govern-
ment not just with information but with a

plan for northern development, a plan which
will reconcile environmental concerns and

economic and social concerns. Sometimes these

are in conflict. You can't always make the

maximum number of dollars if you are going
to preserve the environment or if you are

going to preserve our resources for future

generations. That reconciliation is, I think,

the most important part of the job that Mr.

Justice Hartt has been given, and I have

confidence that he will address himself to

that very important problem.
One final thing, Mr. Speaker: I would

hope that the government in its terms of

reference will propose that interim reports,

with recommendations for legislation, should

be brought in periodically during the course

of the inquiry that is proposed and that the

government will then proceed to act with

promptness on such legislative proposals.
The north cannot wait forever for economic

development.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Rainy River.

Mr. Reid: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You
look quite natural in that seat, if I may say
so.

Having listened to the previous speaker
it would appear that after the demise and
decline of the NDP they must have had to

lay off all their research staff and that there

is no one left there to come up with any

facts, figures, and even any historical back-

ground to the bill that we are debating.
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So just to fill you in, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to straighten out the member who just

spoke on some of the NDP positions, and

some of the things they said in the last

Legislature with regard to development in

northern Ontario and timber limits and

things like that.

Mr. Mackenzie: We listened to the bull-

roar before, but we will listen to some more.

Mr. Reid: The member was speaking
about the fact that the government was giv-

ing away some 18,000 square miles of timber

limits in northern Ontario, and what a ter-

rible thing—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Land; she said land.

Mr. Reid: Land? Well, her terminology left

something to be desired as well. But, said

the member, here was this government giv-

ing away 18,000 square miles of timber re-

sources in northern Ontario, and what a

terrible thing this was—

Mr. Philip: What would you give away?

Mr. Reid: What she didn't tell us, Mr.

Speaker, was that three or four years ago, in

an NDP riding, the government gave a grant
of some 6,000 square miles to Kimberly-
Clark to proceed with their exploitation of

northern Ontario-

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: —to provide jobs in that particu-
lar NDP members riding. That particular
NDP member got up at the opening of the

plant in his riding and said what a great

thing Kimberly-Clark was doing and what a

great government it was to provide the re-

sources so that this company could provide

jobs.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are so right; you
are right on.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, you can't have it

both ways. I suppose if the proposed Reed

proposition had been in an NDP riding, my
friends in the third party—and I must admit
to a certain satisfaction, Mr. Speaker; I was

going to try and! forego the pleasure but I

can't.

Interjection.

Mr. Reid: Were this proposal to be in an
NDP riding perhaps their approach and atti-

tude might have been a little different-

Interjection.

Mr. Reid: —but I just want to set the record

straight on that.

The other thing, Mr. Speaker, was that the

hon. member who just spoke referred to

funding so that people could come and make
their opinions and points of view known to

what I think we can safely refer to as the
Hartt inquiry. Now I want to refer you, Mr.

Speaker, to something that another NDP
member said when the proposals came up to

hold public hearings. The minister, now of

northern affairs, said we should have a public
hearing in Red Lake which is going to be

directly affected by the Reed proposal. Now
the response of this particular NDP member,
from Sudbury East, to a public hearing in

northern Ontario was, "Where the hell is

Red Laker

Mr. Laughren: That's really profound.

Mr. Reid: Now an NDP member from
northern Ontario, supposedly concerned about
northern Ontario, supposedly concerned that

southern Ontario is always telling us what to

do, a northern member and an NDP member
says where the hell is Red Lake in northern

Ontario.

Now what land of hypocrisy is this? You
can't have it both ways.

Mr. Sargent: Where the hell is it?

[Laughter]

Mr. Reid: It's always your friends, Mr.

Speaker. It's always your friends.

Mr. Lewis: About 11 miles this side of

Chesley.

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, on the principle of

the bill—

An hon. member: Good1

idea.

Mr. Reid: —section 24c of Bill 2 proceeds
thusly: "The purpose of an inquiry and report
under this part is to provide information and
advice to the minister." And basically I be-

lieve, Mr. Speaker, that this is all the Hartt

inquiry is going to do.

The government found themselves in a

bind. They found that the terms of reference

for operating the province of Ontario had

changed. They were forced by the combined

opposition and public opinion to do something
about development and the way development
was proceeding in northern Ontario.

I am hoping, Mr. Speaker, that the one

thing that will come out of Justice Hartt's

report is some guideline for development in

northern Ontario, because time and time again

people on both sides, have asked in this

House what are the guidelines for a develop-
mtnt—whether it's forestry, whether it's

mining, whether it's gas, whether it's oil,

whether it's secondary industry—what are the

guidelines under which free enterprise capital

operates in northern Ontario? Who pays for

the social services like schools, hospitals,

sewers and water and so on?
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Mr. McClellan: The people.

Mr. Makarchuk: Maybe you should ask that

question now.

Mr. Reid: Who provides all the hard and

soft services that go with an industry?

Mr. Makarchuk: Are you asking that ques-

tion now? Who the hell do you think does it?

An hon. member: What kind of language is

that?

jlnterjections.

Mr. Reid: It's interesting, Mr. Speaker,

that the leadoff speaker for the NDP was

from southern Ontario and the interjectionist

is from southern Ontario. 1 don't know where

the rest have gone tonight but perhaps well

hear from them.

Mr. Conway: They're having tea at

Minaki.

Interjection.

Mr. Reid: Yes, they want the member for

Scarborough West (Mr. Lewis) back after he

resigns.

Mr. Lewis: In the dead of night I will

return.

Mr. Reid: The primary result of the Hartt

inquiry has to be to lay down guidelines
for development in northern Ont'.no. Th^

problem is, as with all of these things, that

the bill does not require of course that th~

government accept any of the proposals or

recommendations of the Hartt inquirv. As a

matter of fact, if you look at page five of

the bill, section 24(2) states: "A report un-
der this part is not binding with respect to

any decision or determination under this

Act."

I suppose we can understand that in the

sense that the government has to have the

authority to act in the best way it thinks

possible. But time and again, in the House
and in letters, the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough), who up to this point has had
the responsibility for economic development,
has stated in reply to questions: "We're do-

ing it on an ad hoc basis, so that neither

the company that's going in to operate,
the people who live in the area, nor the

government agencies themselves, know who
is going to be responsible for what, who
is going to pay for what, who is going to be
responsible when these one-industry towns
phase out." I hope, incidentally, that one
aspect that Mr. Justice Hartt will spend a

great deal of time on is the concept of one-

industry towns in northern Ontario, because
that is one of our major problems.

I don't want to go on at great length, Mr.

Speaker, except to say that we support the

principle of the bill.

Mr. Conway: More, more.

Mr. Renwick: Please do.

Mr. Reid: We have some concerns about

it. We have the concern, particularly, of

time, because it's quite conceivable that his

bill and this inquiry could go on at great

length. It's quite conceivable that we could

have another LaMarsh commission or a

Berger commission that goes on for an ex-

tended period of time. The consequence o*

that very well could be that all development

north of the 50th parallel will come to a stop

and that nothing will take place that could

be of great benefit to all the people who

live in northern Ontario.

I would hope that Mr. Justice Hartt will

be aware of the time constraints, that he

will study development in the north, that

we will have a report, as Mr. Justice Hartt

has indicated possibly within three years -

I would hope sooner than that-but that we
will have guidelines so that all are cognizant

of how development will take place in

northern Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: Where are the facts and

figures?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I recognize the

member for Port Arthur.

Mr. Conway: Where the hell's Port

Arthur?

Mr. Foulds: The previous speaker said

that he did not want to speak at great

length, Mr. Speaker. I can only comment

that his lack of length was matched by his

lack of depth.

An hon. member: Right on.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: We have had befter.

Mr. Foulds: I rise to support the bill,

although I have a feeling it may have been

preferable to have 'a commissioner examine

the questions that Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt

is going to examine; it might have been

preferable to set the inquiry up under The
Public Inquiries Act rather than through
this method, through The Environmental

Assessment Act. Nevertheless, I think the

objective the government wishes to achieve

is the one that we wish to achieve.

[9:30]

Mr. Justice Hartt is not going to have an

easy job. It's probably one of the most diffi-

cult jobs that has ever been taken on in

this province—perhaps even more difficult

than the job that Thomas Berger took on

in Canada; it's an extremely complex, diffi-
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cult job. There is a difficulty that faces us

as legislators because we are dealing both
with amendments to an Actj when a separate
Act may have been preferable, and we are

also dealing at second remove with the

terms of reference that have been made

public but which this Legislature at this

time has no direct authority over. I can only

hope that the broad terms of reference that

have been proposed will give Mr. Justice

Hartt the scope that is needed; and I can

only pray that he will have the resources

available to him to define his job clearly

so that we can come up with a workable

plan for cultural, social and economic de-

velopment of the north.

These amendments, of course, although the

amendments themselves have no direct ref-

erence to Reed Paper, have had their genesis

in the Reed Paper memorandum of under-

standing. What a strange document that is.

I really would like to know if the govern-
ment has ever before signed a memorandum
of understanding with any private corporate

developer, because as we read that document
it has all the earmarks of having been a

memorandum of agreement that was hastily

shifted in midstream. It certainly has all the

earmarks of a solid contractual arrangement-

Mr. Laughren: If Leo had his way, it

would have been.

Mr. Foulds: —between the government and
Reed Paper.

Mr. Laughren: That was Leo's doing.

Mr. Foulds: The concern that arose, and
I believe it arose in the north as strongly
as it did in the rest of the province, was that

the Reed project was so monumental in scope
that if it was proceeded with immediately
it would have precluded any rational planned
development of the region, that by one stroke

of the pen we would have been prevented
from looking at the region as a whole and

coming to a sane, rational conclusion about

how it should be developed and what, in

essence, should be developed in the area.

The reason it would have precluded any
rational plan is because of the capital-in-

tensive nature of the project, the huge amount
of capital that would have gone into it. After

all, $400 million is a very large investment,

and for the creation of 1,200 jobs that means
we would be investing a third of a million

dollars to create every single job that the

government said the project would create.

That is a capital-intensive project.

(Mr. McClellan: Money is no object, eh

Leo?

Mr. Foulds: It would also, by the nature

of the assignment of the tract of timber re-

sources to one company, prevent alternate

uses of that tract. For example, my colleague
—1 won't say friend—my colleague from Rainy
River made reference to the previous de-

velopment, the 6,000 square miles to the

Kimberly-Clark company.
Mr. Riddell: You don't have many friends,

do you?
Mr. Foulds: Not many, no. I point out that

previous development had no settlements,

native or otherwise, within the tract, that the

tract itself was one-third the size of the single
licence projected to be granted to Reed-

Mr. Reid: You are talking about the size

of the timber limits. That is what you are

talking about.

Mr. Foulds: —and that Abitibi, interest-

ingly, which supplies mine mills in the prov-

ince, has seven licences and its total licensed

area for those seven licences is 16,000 square

miles, so the size of the tract of land would
have precluded, as I say by giving it to one

single company, any other possible alternative

development.
What some of us found disturbing, too,

last September was when the then Minister

of Natural Resources was quoted in Thunder

Bay as saying the north could never expect

any large development of secondary industry

—that we had to depend upon resource ex-

ploitation and tourism for any development.

Mr. Laughren: Who said that?

Mr. Foulds: That was the former Minister

of Natural Resources, the now almost Minister

of Northern Affairs, the member for Kenora

(Mr. Bernier).

Mr. Warner: He was a natural disaster.

Mr. Laughren: The Treasurer (Mr. Mc-

Keough) said it too.

Mr. Foulds: And what also was disturbing

was that the then president of Reed Paper-

Mr. Laughren: The albatross of the north.

Mr. Foulds: —R. W. Billingsley, said that

the mill proposal—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You lost three this time.

Next time you will lose three more.

Mr. Makarchuk: For $3 million a seat we
would have won the election, Leo. You can

always fool the people some of the time, Leo.

You're past experts on it.

Mr. Havrot: For 34 years we've done it

to you. Look what happened out in BC—36
months.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please, The
member for Fort William has the floor.
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Mr. Foulds: No, the member for Port

Arthur has the floor, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Port Arthur, sorry.

Mr. Havrot: He hasn't come down to earth

yet.

Mr. Laughren: It will be a while before the

member for Fort William has the floor, I'll

bet you.

Mr. Foulds: What was also disturbing, Mr.

Deputy Speaker, was that the then president
of Reed Paper, R. W. Billingsley, was quoted
in the Thundter Bay newspaper last fall as

saying—

An hon. member: Where's he now?

Mr. McClellan: The late Billingsley.

Mr. Foulds: —that the mill project at Ear

Falls, and I quote, "would provide raw kraft

pulp to feed the jaws of the hungry mills of

the United States."

Mr. McClellan: Fabulous.

Mr. Laughren: Sounds like Mr. Bernier to

me.

Mr. Foulds: So in economic terms-

Mr. Laughren: Did Mr. Bernier say that?

Mr. Foulds: No.

Mr. Warner: The same speech writer.

Mr. Foulds: So that in economic terms, one
of the frustrations we in the north felt was
that the project, while creating some jobs in

the north, would permanently ship out even
more jobs from the north. We had the feeling
that the mill project must not be planned if

it were to preceed in isolation, that we had
to consider it as part of the economic strategy
of northwestern Ontario. One of the dangers
in northwestern Ontario is turning Thunder

Bay into the Toronto of northwestern Ontario.
We in Thunder Bay don't want that and the

people of northwestern Ontario don't want
that.

Mr. Renwick: Neither does Toronto.

Mr. Foulds: Industry and development must
be planned so that it is diversified through-
out the region. To ensure that diversification,
we must insist that the many jobs already in

existence in the Reed proposal area associated
with trapping, fishing, small manufacturing
of leather goods, and furs, are not ploughed
under by an overdevelopment of the forest

industry.
For example, the Ministry of Natural Re-

sources reports a total trapping income from
the area of the Reed1

proposal of $500,000
alone in 1975; and $500,000 in annual income
in an area like that is not to be sneezed at.

The major problem facing Mr. Justice
Hartt will be that for 110 years the develop-

ment of northern Ontario has been handled
on an ad hoc basis. It has been developed or,

one should say it has been exploited, not for

its own benefit but for the benefit of the

south, for the benefit, first, of Great Britain

and Europe and more latterly for that of the

United States, and presently for that of the

metropolitan area of Ontario, the "golden
horseshoe." The social, cultural and economic
needs of the north and the social, cultural and
economic needs especially of northwestern

Ontario have always, even in their own
planning and development, taken second place
to those of the south.

For example, the Hedlin-Menzies report of

1969 pointed out that of every 10 jobs created

directly or indirectly by the forest industry,

six of those jobs were in southern Ontario.

The Reed proposal would have confirmed and
accelerated that trend. The region of north-

western Ontario, that is, the districts of

Thunder Bay, Rainy River, Kenora and the

Patricia portion, contain 58.9 per cent of the

land mass of this province. We have only 3.2

per cent of the population. What that indi-

cates to us in northwestern Ontario is that

some development can take place, but it must

take place carefully and it must take place in

a planned framework.

If, and I underline the if, Mr. Justice

Patrick Hartt finds that the Reed project
should proceed, then it clearly must be part

of an integrated plan for the whole north. I

would like him not to get bogged down in

specific proposals referred to him by the gov-
ernment but to treat the Reed project sym-

bolically. With the economic difficulties and

the corporate difficulties that Reed presently
finds itself in, it may very well turn out to

be symbolic. I certainly hope—well, I know-
that the inquiry will proceed whether or not

Reed withdraws from its memorandum of

understanding with the government.

Mr. Lewis: What is the status of the

memorandum?
Mr. Foulds: What I am hoping is that Mr.

Justice Hartt will come up with a blueprint

for the proper and full use of human, natural,

social and cultural, and economic resources

of the north. I have a feeling if the job can

be done well and properly—and I am sure

Mr. Hartt can do that job properly—we can

come up with a genuine plan for what at

the turn of the century was called new
Ontario. If we fail to come up with that plan,

we will have failed future generations not

only of the north but of this whole province.
I would hope that the commissioner can come

up with a plan that all provincial govern-
ments since Confederation in this province
have failed to come up with.
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After all, the much-touted Design for De-

velopment of the late sixties is clearly out of

date. It clearly made a very bad mistake in

emphasizing only resource development and
tourism development. It itself has led to a

distortion of the development of the economy
of the northwest. As I say, Mr. Justice Pat-

rick Hartt has a tall order because every

government in this province from Confeder-

ation on has failed to come up with a co-

herent plan of development and land use

in the north and northwest.

As I said previously, what the region needs

is diversification. The one-industry towns
must have their base broadened so that if

one industry ceases to exist, the town does

not go under and does not become a ghost
town or merely a dormitory town, but that

we continue to use the municipal infrastruc-

ture that those towns have, that we begin on

day one, for example, of a mine opening
anywhere in the north, to develop alternative

industry to pick up the slack as the employ-
ment in the mine declines and eventually
ceases—because the opening of a mine is the

first stage in the death of a town that sup-

ports that mine.

[9:45]

We need to develop a plan so that we do
not denude the region for the city of Thunder

Bay because the city of Thunder Bay itself

will benefit if the region is strong. Its social

costs will be less if the region is strong. The
city of Thunder Bay will be stronger if it

has a strong hinterland, a region of which it

is a primate centre.

I think the most moving experience I have
had as a politician took place last November
in Red Lake, when I spoke to a panel spon-
sored by the steel workers in Red Lake on
November 19. One of the spokesmen for the

native people got up and spoke very briefly

but very movingly, and said, "We do not

hate you. We love you people. Surely we
can work this out together?" I thought to

myself, on that platform in Red Lake, if

despite what has happened to our native

people in this province over the last century,

a spokesman for them can still make a state-

ment like that—so simple and so direct and so

moving, and so full of good will—surely in

the north we still have a chance to develop
in a way where cultures will not clash, we
will develop in a way where we can sort

out some priorities, where we can preserve

our environment, where we can preserve a

sense of humanness. I firmly believe that if

anybody can bring that kind of plan to the

north, Mr. Justice Hartt has a duty and a

responsibility to do so, and I say to him,

Godspeed.
Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Speaker, generally I

have to agree with the previous speaker.
We are not enemies, we are friends. I do
not take my politics to bed.

I think the city of Thunder Bay and the

north will profit if Reed Paper does get the

go-ahead and if this study is successful. I

have been a northerner all my life, or the

majority of it, and I think it will do much for

the northern area. I think it is nice to have

criticism, but I've never seen criticism pro-
vide any jobs. We can criticize all we want,
but the longer we criticize the less we're

going to get done.

I think if the study proves to be satisfac-

tory it will ensure employment in the north—
and if some of you gentlemen don't know
where the north is, there is a lot of seasonal

unemployment there, a lot of people out of

work in the wintertime, and things get very

difficult, and it gets very, very cold. You

people are Very fortunate to live down here.

Mr. Roy: Is that why you came down here?

Mr. Hennessy: No, I came down to see

you. The only thing is, I met you in the

park, and I had a hotdog, and thanks very
much.

I think in all due respect-

Mr. Conway: Is this a new coalition?

Mr. Hennessy: No, I think in all due re-

spect, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Smith knows I

shook hands with him in the park and he

came over to my committee room. I ap-

preciated shaking hands.

Mr. Lewis: You appreciate almost any-

thing.

Mr. Hennessy: Why not, sir, why not?

Mr. Conway: A good Irishman at that.

Mr. Hennessy: Why not? There's not many
of us left.

In all due respect, I must say I hope
all the parties can get together—the first

party, the second party, and the third party

—and come to some agreement that will en-

sure employment for the north. As a

northerner, I fully support the plan.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member
for London Centre.

Mr. Peterson: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: Oh shame.

Mr. Maeck: Eddie was up first.

Mr. MacDonald: There are only two

classes in here—first class and second class.

Mr. Peterson: You've made me feel very

bad, Mr. Speaker—
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: —and had U known that he

wanted to speak—

An hon. member: We knew, we were tell-

irg you.

Mr. Peterson: —I would have gladly re-

linquished—

Mr. Sargent: We raised $10 for the spot.

Mr. Peterson: —I would have gladly re-

linquished my space to him, Mr. Speaker.

An hon. member: Come on, why don't you

relinquish it?

Mr. Peterson: And in fairness, he being
from Owen Sound, he is closer to the north

and is probably a greater authority .,n it

than I am.
I want to congratulate you on your ap-

pointment as Deputy Speaker. I think that's

a great appointment and we in this caucus

are very proud of that. In fairness, I should

tell the members of the House that at one

time it was my great privilege to drop

through the town of Mitchell, Ontario—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Is that where you
bought that suit?

Mr. Peterson: —and I met the local mem-
ber. He very kindly invited me into his

home for a drink. As I was sitting there,

with my drink on the table, a chap walked
into his house and took the table; he put it

under his arm and walked out of the house.

I assume it was the bailiff. Anyway, I just

want you to know that I hope that doesn't

happen to the chair while you're in it, Mr.

Deputy Speaker.
I have two or three reactions, and I want

to share these with the members tonight.
I think it's a testament to the fact that

minority government works and, hopefully,
gets better results, that we are here tonight

discussing this bill. I have no doubt what-
soever that had there not been minority
government we would not be here; we
would not be into the Hartt inquiry, and
would not get the kind of results that we're
all expecting out of this.

This was an intense case of political

pressure. I give a great deal of credit to

the people of the third party—and it's so
nice to say that, "the third party." Even
though I fundamentally disagreed with some
of the approaches expressed by them at

that time, as I disagree with many of them
expressed now, I do feel that because they
brought it to light and because we brought
our position to light, we were able to apply
that pressure which has had a healthy re-

sult to this point in time. I say to those

cynics who state that minority government
does not work, this is one example, among
many, of why it does work.

Mr. Renwick: The cynics are all over

there.

Mr. Conway: Those new Tories cost $5

million each.

Mr. Peterson: I have a couple of re-

actions-

Mr. Conway: My God, they're an ex-

pensive lot over there. Hope we get some

good out of you, Ed.

Mr. Peterson: Are you finished? Good
man.

Mr. Conway: Six million dollars apiece. I

don't know if you're worth it or not, Ed.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Well, you are not.

An hon. member: The six million dollar

man.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: I am not particularly happy
about the fact that we have broadened The

Environmental Assessment Act in order to

handle this inquiry. The proper place for this

would have been a public inquiry. It seems

to me it makes a mockery of The Environ-

mental Assessment Act. We have broadened

so substantially the meaning of the word

"environment" that it loses almost all mean-

ing in this context. We are looking at native

rights, we're looking at economics, we're

looking at all the broad sociological and

economic implications of this particular pro-

ject and it doesn't, in my judgement, fit par-

ticularly within this Act.

We are going to support the Act because

it's better than nothing. But the whole thing

—the political aspect and then finally bring-

ing it to the people of this province under

this Act—speaks to some very serious mis-

management and a great deal of superficial

thinking on the part of the government. We
are here only because the government was

forced into it. They have to grant that.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Absolute hogwash.

Mr. Peterson: But had the government

thought it out, I think it would have been

far easier on their nerves and on our

nerves—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You didn't give us time.

Mr. Peterson: —and to the benefit of the

people in the north, if this thing could have

been handled far better than it has been.

Mr. Laughren: Tell us how.

Mr. Peterson: I remember the debates, I

remember the discussion. I remember that

discussion over the so-called memorandum
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of understanding and I can tell the House
it was one of the most disgraceful displays
that I've seen by the government; there were
several ministers involved.

I'm very happy about one thing. I'm very

happy about the appointment of Mr. Justice
Hartt. I have some experience with the

gentleman through going to law school,

through listening to him speak, through read-

ing several things that he has written, and
I am very much impressed with his sensi-

tivity, with his intelligence. I can't imagine
a better commissioner in this particular in-

stance. I feel very confident already, know-

ing he is there, that we will get the kind of

result we will all be proud of. For that I

compliment the government.
I wish it had happened a different way. It

hasn't. We will happily support it. We will

live with it. I can assure you, Mr. Speaker,
that all members of our caucus, particularly
those of our people who are very well skilled

in the problems of the north and know the

problems, like my colleagues from Rainy
River and from Nipissing and others—and I

thought that was a magnificent maiden

speech of my colleague from Nipissing to-

night and I was very proud of him—I think

all of those people will have an input into

this. I hope the result is right for everyone.

Mr. Speaker: Any other hon. members
wish to speak to this bill? The hon. member
for Grey-Bruce.

Mr. Havrot: There is the Fonz, man.

Mr. Sargent: Quiet, Ed. Let him speak
first, Mr. Speaker.

In line with the other experts here—the
members for Nipissing, Rainy River, Port
Arthur and Fort William; I think that they
have been most constructive in their presen-
tation in support of or against this bill;

sometimes it is hard to find out which way
they are feeling, whether they are for or

against it—I have a few observations on my
concern about who is running the store over
there. We have the Minister of the Environ-
ment (Mr. Kerr) saying one thing and the
Minister of Natural Resources (Mr. F. S.

Miller) saying another thing. And in these

hands we have billions of dollars of natural

resources ensconced. The fact is that it is

of great concern to me that we have this

political football, as the member from—
David Peterson said. I forgot where the hell

they are from, these guys.

Mr. Foulds: The member from David
Peterson?

Interjections.

Mr. Foulds: Where the hell is London
South?

Mr. Sargent: Or Red Lake. The fact is

that if it had not been for minority govern-
ment this would never have come under the

spotlight of public scrutiny.

Mr. Lewis: That is certainly true. What
has happened to Reed Paper? What has hap-
pened to the memorandum? I will tell you
about Billingsley in our conversation to-

morrow.

Mr. Sargent: Good. That will be interest-

ing, Stephen.

Mr. Lewis: Brighten things up a bit.

Mr. Sargent: We have section 24d in the

legislation which says "The conduct of and
the procedure to be followed on an inquiry,

including at a hearing, is under the control

and direction of the appointee," Mr. Justice
Hartt.

Mr. Lewis: He wants to be Minister of the

Environment.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Oh, I don't think so.

Mr. Sargent: Reed Paper were given, in

effect, this contract; about 19,000 square
miles or a country the size of Switzerland.

A blank cheque. It is incredible that this

thing would have gone on and been a fait

accompli now if it had not been for minority

government. There is no way we would be

talking like this tonight if it had not been

for the fact that the votes are on this side of

the House.

Mr. Peterson: And the good guys too.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That's what the people

thought, didn't they?

Mr. Sargent: We do know that Reed Paper
stock is in a nosedive. I understand the pre-

sident. Mr. Billingsley, has either resigned

or plans to resign.

Mr. Lewis: No, he is out.

An hon. member: He has been replaced.

Mr. Reid: That is why you are resigning.

Mr. Peterson: Stephen is a capitalist.

Mr. Sargent: This contract would have

given them, prior to the workings of minority

government, billions of dollars in inventory

in perpetuity, or whatever.

Mr. Peterson: At least for a long time.

Mr. Sargent: And to show you, Mr.

Speaker, the magnitude of what we are

talking about, some years ago in the Legis-
lature I was very concerned as a small-town

politician about the millions of dollars given
out to these timber interests in our contracts

in the north. I asked a man I admire greatly,

John Parmenter Robarts, a question in esti-

mates about the mechanics of these con-

tracts and the millions of dollars involved.
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He looked at me across the House—I sat in

the front row for a while there.

Mr. Maeck: Is that right?

[10:00]

Mr. Sargent: Yes, I was a wheel then. He
looked across at me and said, "I'll take you
back a bit. Back in the days of the Hep-
burn government, there were deals going
on then too."

And I said, "How big?"
He said, "Well, they were pretty big."

Mr. Conway: Was that you?

An hon. member: George Henry's Abitibi

scandal.

Mr. Sargent: He gave me the time and

place from Hansard, and the pages. He said,

"Hepburn gave a tax write-off of $148 mil-

lion to a paper company."
It was under a good Liberal government

that that happened. If that could happen
under a Liberal government, just think what
is going on over there after 34 years.

Mr. MacDonald: Do you mean there are

degrees?

Mr. Sargent: I don't know, I'm just mak-
ing an observation.

Mr. MacDonald: Besides, there was no
Hansard back in Hepburn's day.

Mr. Sargent: There wasn't? You ware in

the House when he quoted those figures.

Why didn't you say so then?

Mr. MacDonald: He didn't say it was in

Hansard.

Mr. Sargent: He gave me the page and
told me to look it up. I guess I was so
naive I believed the guy. You ruined a
good story.

But it shows the big dollars involved
here. I suggest W you, Mr. Speaker, and to
the Legislature, that this is defensive action,
this bill here is strictly defensive action. It

may be costly in terms of jobs. I don't know
what is involved in jobs. The members in
the north are very concerned about this, and
rightfully so. But the Hartt inquiry is going
to keep a lot of lawyers in clover for a
long time.

Mr. Roy: That's important.

Mr. Sargent: I think it's time we in this

Legislature agreed that the lawyers have
too much control of our economy and it's

time we put a tap on it.

Interjections.

An hon. member: Give it to the school
teachers.

Mr. Sargent: Somewhere along the line

we are going to get down to the fact that

in this economy of ours we have to recognize
that the lawyers who are sitting in this

House make the legislation for themselves
and everything in our lives is controlled by
the lawyers. Some time along the line we
have to do something about it.

Mr. MacDonald: Are you getting out of

politics at the end of this term?

Mr. Sargent: I may be back. Maybe thai

will hold the member for Ottawa East quiet
for a while.

Mr. Riddell: The odd seed merchant did

all right too.

Mr. Sargent: Yes, he didn't do bad; and
the chairman of the racing commission. A
millionaire on the minister's salary, that's

not bad.

Mr. Conway: Poor Bill Stewart and
Charlie MacNaughton were worn out from

losing elections.

Mr. Sargent: A man I have great respect
for is Norman Webster. He says in his

column of February 16, 1977—
Mr. Worton: That's this year.

Mr. Sargent: You are getting sharper all

the time; I'm glad I'm sitting beside you.
He said, "Pat Hartt doesn't intend to fool

around. The man who will hold the inquiry
into Reed Paper's development plans in north-

western Ontario is planning an odyssey of

discovery that will make the Thomas Berger
report on the Mackenzie Valley pipe line

look like a freshman term paper."
He goes on to say that the Berger report

took three years, but Mr. Hartt plans to take

at least two years first to examine the social

consequences of the development on the

population of the north, with special refer-

ences to the native peoples. At that point, he
will turn to the specific plans of Reed to log
19,000 square miles of bushland to supply a

new pulp and paper mill. Then he will take

delivery of the provincial government's timber

inventory of the area and Reed's environ-

mental impact assessment and set forth this

time with other members of the board on
formal hearings into the company plan. This

should take another two years, he says. He
says the inquiry could last a full five years.

Overall it's mighty encouraging to see such
a dramatic change in the way business is

being done between big companies and big

government. From now on, he says, it is going
to be difficult for any project that affects a

whole area and its population to go ahead

simply because some executives and planners

meeting behind closed doors thought it was
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a good idea. That is exactly what happened
in this case.

He finalized by saying: "There is but one

nagging question: Is it really necessary to

take five years to poke and prod the Reed
proposal before deciding whether it will be

good for the north?"

The then president of Reed Paper, Mr.

Billingsley, was telling the stockholders he
could see the light at the end of the tunnel.

One of his executives disagreed with him and
said, "That's not a light at the end of the

tunnel; it's a train coming." That's exactly
what has happened to the Reed paper com-

pany because of the fact they were trying to

deal under the table unknown to the opposi-
tion.

In finalizing, I say that if it's good for

Ontario, if it's going to provide jobs, then

let's stop this charade of going through this

nonsense of giving a bunch of lawyers five

years to decide the future of the north coun-

try in terms of jobs and millions of dollars'

worth of natural resources.

Mr. MacDonald: Are you going to vote

against it?

Mr. Sargent: Let's give them a dteadline

and say: "Have that thing ready for us in 18

months or else." If you can put a man on the

moon, you can sure as hell find out what's

going on in the north country for timber.

Who is kidding whom?

Mr. Warner: They never bothered before.

Mr. Sargent: Let's stop putting lawyers to

work and costing us millions of dollars for

all this nonsense. It's time we got back to

running this province like a business.

Mr. Worton: So there.

Mr. McClellan: I'm very pleased to rise,

Mr. Speaker—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I thought it was my
turn.

Mr. Foulds: He missed his turn.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I thought it was my turn.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Bell-

woods may continue.

Mr. McClellan: Thank you for ruling with

your usual iron hand, Mr. Speaker. I'm very

pleased to take part in this debate in support
of the Act to amend The Environmental
Assessment Act.

I think if my kids or my grandchildren ask

me what I did in the 30th Parliament-

Mr. Conway: Socialists don't reproduce.

Mr. McClellan: This one does.

Interjections.

Mr. McClellan: We reproduce and multiply.
We go forth and multiply; and come the day,
we will take over the earth.

Mr. S. Smith: You came third and multi-

plied.

An hon. member: Today Ontario, tomorrow
the world.

Mr. McClellan: As I was saying, Mr.

Speaker, if they ask me what we did in the

30th Parliament, I will say we stopped the

Reed deal; and I will say that with a great
deal of pride and satisfaction. Looking back
on the last Parliament and the work that we
did, I will say that today, I will say that

tomorrow and I will say that as long as I

live.

An hon. member: Would lain Angus agree
with that comment?

Mr. McClellan: I will say that we had a

part in stopping that deal so the people of

Ontario could take a clear look at it and we
could assess just what kind of a society we
want to create here in Ontario. Now we have

The Environmental Assessment Act, and if

the minister wants to say that he wants to go
ahead with the Reed Paper deal regardless

of The Environmental Assessment Act amend-
ment and regardless of the Hartt inquiries, let

him have the guts to stand up and say it, be-

cause that's what he wants to do.

Mr. Lewis: That's right; that's what he

wants to do.

Mr. McClellan: That's what he runs around

northern Ontario saying he wants to do, and

yet he doesn't have the courage to stand up
in this House and say precisely what he

wants to do and what his real intentions are.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: If the member will sit

down, Mr. Speaker, I will be glad to put it

on the record.

Mr. McClellan: I will sit down when I

have finished.

Mr. Foulds: Are you going to vote against

this Act?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I will put it on the

record.

Mr. McClellan: I'll be pleased to sit down
when I conclude my remarks, Mr. Speaker,

and the minister will have full opportunity
to present his position whether or not it is

consistent with government policy.

Mr. Turner: You make a challenge and

you won't go ahead.

Mr. Havrot: How far north do you live?

Mr. McClellan: I said I'm pleased to speak
on this bill, because I have a real association

with northern Ontario, having lived—
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: Southern Ontario again.

Mr. Lewis: We didn't lose those seats be-

cause of the Minister of Northern Affairs. It

won't happen next time, now we know what
he is.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You got caught in your
own trap.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Bellwoods only has the floor.

Mr. Havrot: Bellwoods where? Kenora?

Mr. Speaker: Order. We cannot even hear

the speaker; now let's have fewer interjec-

tions. The hon. member for Bellwoods will

continue, please.

Mr. Warner: Why don't you resign?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Do you know any
other words? Really, you have a one-track

mind.

Mr. McClellan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Interjection.

Mr. Warner: Why doesn't the member for

Timiskaming (Mr. Havrot) resign?

Mr. Conway: Either that or well put him
back in the warehouse.

Mr. McClellan: I do have an association

with northern Ontario-

Mr. Havrot: Northeastern or northwestern?

Mr. McClellan: —having worked in the

community of Hearst and having lived in the

community-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Bellwoods has the floor.

Mr. McClellan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I can't understand why they're being so rest-

less and cantankerous.

Mr. Speaker: Would you just continue

please and stick to the principle of the bill?

Mr. McClellan: Yes, indeed I will.

Mr. Lewis: He has been on the principle
of the bill.

Mr. Sargent: That's the new Chicago gang
over there.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Bellwoods.

Mr. Havrot: Northeastern or northwestern?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. McClellan: I had, when I was going
through my file, found some of the first in-

stances of the coming of the Reed deal to
our attention, a communication from Grand
Council Treaty No. 9 back in January 1976,

a communication to me from Dick Proctor,

who was the assistant to the then Leader of

the Opposition in February 1976, indicating

the very first revelations of the size and scope
and extent of the Reed Paper deal by Chief

Rickard and other spokesmen from Grand

Council Treaty No. 9, and we watched that

seemingly insignificant issue develop like a

snowball into an issue that caught the im-

agination of the people of Ontario and sym-
bolized for them the very real crisis in nor-

thern development that faces us.

In the months that followed, in the months

of debate and discussion, there were many
different presentations and formulations of

what was at stake and what was involved in

the Reed Paper deal and in the memorandum
of agreement and in the government's zeal-

ous concern for the Reed Paper company.

Nothing that I ever came across was as to

the point and as moving as a very short

statement that was put out in August 1976

by the chiefs of Treaty No. 9. It is short

and I want to read it just to remind you,

Mr. Speaker, and the members of the House

what this is all about.

"We the chiefs of the Treaty 9 area of

Ontario gathered together on August 12,

1976, hereby make the following declaration:

Whereas the Cree-Ojibway people are the

true owners of the land, its future is ours

to determine; whereas the Cree-Ojibway

people, the true owners of the land, will

determine whether or not any development

suggestions in northern Ontario are for the

benefit of the Cree-Ojibway people, and

whereas the proposed Reed expansion scheme,

several proposed mining schemes and pro-

posed hydro development seriously threaten

the economic and community survival of the

Cree-Ojibway people, we, the undersigned

chiefs and councillors, hereby declare: (1)

that our land is not for sale; (2) that the

province of Ontario must immediately stop

all negotiations with Reed; (3) the govern-

ment of Ontario must immediately call an

inquiry into resource development north of

the 50th parallel, and (4) our full support

for the president of Grand Council Treaty

No. 9 in their efforts to protect the land

from destruction."

It's signed by all of the chiefs from all of

the bands in the Treaty No. 9 area, some of

which I can read, some of which are in Cree

syllabics and I cannot read.

We stand here today, some months later,

with the amendment to The Environmental

Assessment Act which fulfils demand

number three of that statement in August

1976, that the government of Ontario must
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call an inquiry into resource development
north of the 50th parallel, and I take a great
deal of satisfaction that that has come about.

We can speculate on why the memoran-
dum of understanding was signed at all. Not

wishing to steal the thunder from my leader,
but I would like to suggest that—

Mr. Conway: Big thunder. Big thunder.

Mr. McClellan: —the Beed agreement was
signed simply to open up a line of credit to

the Beed Paper company in order to bail

them out of a financial mess, and we now
realize the extent of that financial mess, and
we see now, through the dismissal of Mr.

Bil'lingsley and other officers of the corpora-
tion and the slump in the value of Beed's

stock, just how much trouble indeed that

large multinational corporation was in, and
we can speculate that the purpose of the

memorandum of understanding in the first

place was to bail out a company that was on
somewhat shaky ground.

[10:15]

What a cost that bailing out represents.
That memorandum of understanding makes
no more sense to me today than when we
first were aware of its contents. It represents
a simple catastrophe, a catastrophe for the

people of Treaty No. 9, the native people
who would be living in the affected areas
and adjacent to the affected areas. It repre-
sents a catastrophe for the people of northern
Ontario and, indeed, for all of this province
because it represents the final squandering
of our once-abundant forest resource heri-

tage.

When I suggested we should have a mora-
torium on development north of the 50th

ptrallel, it drove Tory cabinet ministers into

paroxysms of rage and displeasure.

Mr. Lewis: Leo Bernier was hospitalized.

Mr. McClellan: He was hospitalized with

rage, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Havrot: Oh, you phoney do-gooders-
Mr. Foulds: And Havrot and Pope are

going to be close behind him.

Mr. McClellan: The Minister of Housing
was livid and incensed and travelled the

length and breadth of northern Ontario de-

nouncing the pernicious and hideous sugges-
tion that there should be a moratorium. Yet,
this is precisely what we have with this

bill.

Mr. Havrot: Why don't you move up to

the north and see what it's all about?

Mr. McClellan: This is precisely what the
Hartt inquiry represents. It represents a

moratorium. There will be close scrutiny.
There will not be additional development—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Let's hope it doesn't mora-
torium it to death.

Mr. McClellan: Sorry? Well, what are your
hopes? What are your aspirations? I hope
you will explain to us just precisely what it

is you are proposing. Mr. Speaker, if I may
suggest, the Tory cabinet ministers-

Mr. Havrot: That is the NDP. No desire

for progress. That is what your philosophy is

about.

Mr. McClellan: —should stop talking out
of both sides of their mouths. Either they
want to take a calm and dispassionate look

at the kind of development that we want in

northern Ontario or they want the old kinds
of destructive and exploitative development
practices to continue, but they can't have it

both ways. Much as they would like to have
the Hartt inquiry and the Beed Paper deal

proceeding simultaneously, they simply can't

have it. That causes some to gnash their

teeth, and we only can express our concern
that the new Minister of Northern Affairs is

not hospitalized again out of sheer rage and

displeasure.

Mr. Havrot: That's more than what you'll
ever know about the north.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. McClellan: We have a number of

specific concerns about the Hartt inquiry that

I'd like to touch upon. The Hartt inquiry is,

as we had asked, very broad in scope. It is

not limited to the specifics of the Beed Paper
deal but calls for a broadly based inquiry
into the whole gamut of development issues

affecting the north. It is, indeed, so broad in

scope that that can represent potentially a

certain problem. There is clearly a need to

delimit the breadth of the scope. It is clear

that all of the potential issues that could be
examined under the amendment and the

proposed terms of reference could occupy
commissioner Hartt for the rest of his life.

That is without exaggeration, as I think the

minister will agree.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You had better speak to

Chef Bickard if you want to change those.

Mr. McClellan: I said, in preface to these

remarks, that we are very pleased that it is a

broadly based inquiry not limited to the

specifics of the Beed Paper deal, and that's

what I meant. It would be a very difficult

thing for commissioner Hartt to look at the

Beed Paper deal, the various mining schemes

that are proposed, the potential polar gas

activity in northwestern Ontario—not to

mention northeastern Ontario, not to men-
tion the issue of the development of the

James Bay lowland area, not to mention the
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possibilities of coastal development. One
could enumerate for hours, literally, possible

subjects of examination. I am simply saying

what ought to be common sense—that there

is a need to delimit; and, as I understand it,

the legislation empowers the commissioner

to so delimit. I think it would be useful in

this debate if those of us who are participat-

ing address ourselves to the need to de-

limit and to some things that the commis-
sioner may wish to explore himself, because

he will clearly have to be making a series of

decisions and judgements around what he
looks at, when and for how long.

I would like to suggest that of paramount
concern to the commissioner and the in-

quiry must be the interests of the native

people of the Treaty No. 9 area. I say this

forj two reasons. First, Ontario is a signatory
to Treaty No. 9. That gives Ontario a

unique relationship to the communities of

Treaty No. 9, north of the 50th parallel. We
are partners as a province to the treaty and
in no other instance is this the case. This

gives, it seems to me, a special responsibility
to the government of Ontario and to this

inquiry to focus upon the needs and interests

and concerns of the native people.

Second, it is evidendy and tragically char
that present development) patterns, traditio lal

development patterns, traditional ways of

exploiting our resources and building
economies in the north are clearly incom-

patible with traditional native communities.
Traditional exploitation patterns are dis-

ruptive and destructive. They obliterate

communities. They obliterate cultures. They
destroy societies. They are the cause of

social breakdown. They are the cause of

community disarray. They are the cause of

personal tragedy on an unparalleled scale.

It is our traditional interventions in isolat-

ed areas that precipitate the social and
economic and cultural breakdowns that so

sadly characterize many Indian communities.
This is an utter tragedy. It is unnecessary.
We have an opportunity north of the 50th
parallel to prevent this kind of thing from
happening again. The Hartt inquiry can
focus on this tragic reality.

Commissioner Hartt has the power and
the possibility and the opportunity to en-

gage in a dialogue with the native com-
munities north of the 50th parallel in the

Treaty No. 9 area, to look at the devastating
effect of current disruptive development,
current projects that are already under way,
the Umex mine, the St. Joe's development.
He has the opportunity to look at new
modes of development which will-

Mr. Reid: What is at St. Joe's?

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
just continue with his own speech?

Mr. McClellan: Yes, thank you. I didn't

understand the interjection.

Mr. Lewis: Lake St. Joseph.

Mr. McClellan: The commissioner has the

opportunity to explore new modes of devel-

opment that will benefit native people. The
commissioner has the opportunity to look

into the implications of Treaty No. 9 as it

affects the communities north of the 50th

parallel. Let him, therefore, determine the

patterns and forms of development which
will meet the unique needs of Ontario's

native people; which will enable them to

create their own future and to achieve their

own destiny and to come to terms with
their own environment, their own history
and their own traditions; and to create in

their own time and in their own way—free
from outside pressures, free from the kinds

of inevitably destructive and devastating
economic development projects which dis-

tort and destroy communities and traditions

—their own economies and their own
societies.

Let him look at the kinds of technical

and financial assistance that the people of

Treaty No. 9 need to create their own
economy and their own communities. Let
the commissioner define and delineate the

proper role of the government of Ontario,
as a signatory to Treaty No. 9, in support ng
with technical and financial aid the develop-
ment of an economy which will sustain new
native people's communities north of the

50th parallel. And let the commissioner out-

line clearly and unequivocally, with com-

plete precision, the whole range of corpor-
ate interests that have designs on this vast

area, to delineate what their current activi-

ties are, what their corporate profiles are,
what their future intentions are. Let him
delineate clearly and precisely how existing
and future projects would impact on indige-
nous native development projects. It is im-

portant for us to know this so that we can
understand how real and how immediate and
how imminent is the threat to the poten-
tiality of viable alternative forms of develop-
ment for the native people of Treaty No. 9.

There is a real sense in which Treaty No.
9 represents one last chance to redeem the

trust placed in this Crown, in our govern-
ment and in our society by the Indian

people. We have taken that trust as em-
bodied in the treaty, a trust bestowed on us
as recently as the early years of this century
in the case of Treaty No. 9—in the case of
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the treaty which Ontario signed—and we
have taken that trust and we have trampled
it in the dust.

I believe it is not too late, north of the
50th parallel, to repudiate the rapacity of
the past and to say, "Halt; enough," to the
kind of greedy resource exploitation which
has consumed whole societies and whole
cultures as mindlessly and cruelly and greed-
ily as it has despoiled the environment. It's

not too late, Mr. Speaker, to extend the hand
of friendship and brotherhood to these In-
dian communities north of the 50th parallel
and to support them in their struggle to-

ward autonomous self-sufficiency and inde-

pendence and dignity, and it's my deepest
hope that the Hartt inquiry may serve as
the first step in this path. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker: Do any other hon. members
wish to speak to this bill before the minis-
ter replies? The hon. member for Kenora.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, before—

Mr. Speaker: One minute left.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: One minute? Very diffi-

cult. I had about a 20-minute response, Mr.
Speaker, but I do want-

Mr. Lewis: Can't you do that tomorrow?

Mr. Conway: Is it true Merle Dickerson is

your executive assistant?

Mr. Speaker: Order, order; the time is

just about finished.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —to make sure that it

clearly shows that this member, this mem-
ber for Kenora, in which riding the Reed
Paper proposal is planned, is fully in support
of the amendments in this particular bill.

I think many of the members here are
not fully informed of all the facts. It is

clear, as I sat here all evening and listened
to the various presentations, that they don't
have a total grasp of the situation.

There will be two public hearings, one

dealing with the overall resource develop-
ment area north of the 50th parallel, which
comes—to some surprise, I am sure, of some
members—as low as the Sioux Lookout area,
the main line of the CNR, which takes in

a large number of white people as well as

native peoples. The hearings will look at

resource development in that massive area,
be it Reed Paper, the Polar Gas line, the

Onakawanna development, the nuclear plants
or even dams that may be developed; as

well as mining and other forest extraction

industries that may be developed north of
the 50th parallel.

The inquiry will look at how that will be

developed in the best interest of that massive

area, taking into full consideration the effect

on our native peoples of course. I think if

I can just put on the record the comments
that were made at the Red Lake meeting,
a public meeting, when Chief Tom Fiddler
stood up in that hall that was jampacked
to hear the discussions on the Reed Paper
issue, when he said to me, "Leo, all we want
are the facts. Put all the cards on the table

and get us involved."

Mr. McCIellan: You don't understand what
a devastating indictment that was.

Mr. Warner: You'd never done that before.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: This particular hearing
will do more than that. It will get them
involved to a depth that they've never
known before. In addition to this, there will

be, as the—

Mr. Lewis: That is not how you started.

That is not how you began.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —memorandum of under-

standing clearly states, the approval of the

Ministry of the Environment has to be ob-

tained; The Environmental Assessment Act
would have to be complied with before that

proposal, so there's a double protection in this

particular case.

I just certainly want to add my compli-
ments and my complete support to the selec-

tion of Chief Justice Patrick Hartt for this

massive job. As one member said it will be a

mammoth undertaking, there's no question
about it. It will take time, because it will

have to be done in many parts of the prov-
ince and' in many languages—in many parts

of northern Ontario and northwestern Ontario

particularly. So it's going to take time. I

estimate two years to two and a half years
for Patrick Hartt. After that will be the forest

resources inventory that will be taken by the

Ministry of Natural Resources with regard to

the Reed Paper proposal. Se we're looking to

at least four to five years before even a

recommendation can be made with regard to

the Reed Paper proposal.

Let's remember as we move ahead with

The Environmental Assessment Act just what
this means to northwestern Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. member have
further remarks to make?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There will be 1,200 new
jobs—
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Mr. Lewis: Can't you speak tomorrow?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, I can't.

There will be 3,000 to 4,000 spinoff jobs,

there will be a massive economic benefit to

that area which they're looking for—and it

can be developed with proper guidelines and

proper planning. I'm sure Chief Justice Pat-

rick Hartt will come forward with the type of

planning we need to develop northwestern

Ontario and provide those jobs that we need,

and protect those resources.

On motion by Mr. Lewis, the debate was

adjourned.

On motion by Hon. Mr. McKeough, the

House adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

PLANNING ACT REVIEW
Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, at this

time I wish to present to the House the

report of The Planning Act Review Commit-
tee. When this committee was established

by my predecessor, he stated that a major
objective was to not only review planning
procedures in Ontario, but to ascertain thj

nature of problems that exist in the planning
field, so that we at the provincial level and
our counterparts at the municipal level would
be better able to respond to the changing
needs of the residents of Ontario,
The Planning Act Review Committee, con-

sisting of Professor Eli Comay, Eric Hardy
and Earl Berger, has been studying the mat-
ter for the greater part of the last two years.

During that time it met with elected and

municipal officials, with professional groups,
and with all segments of the building and
development industry to gather together as

much information as possible about the

strengths and the weaknesses of the plan-
ning process in Ontario.

Based on these discussions and on its own
investigations, the committee has prepared
its report and its recommendations for what
the members suggest we should be doing in

tho future.

I want to point out to all hon. members
that this report is the product of an inde-

pendent committee appointed by the province
and is being put forward for their consider-

ation.

There are a number of recommendations
that I would classify as being of a house-

keeping nature which can bring immediate

improvements. It is the intention of the

government to introduce legislation with re-

gard to these items as soon as possible.
Others are of a more substantive nature,

and I am therefore asking municipalities,

planning boards, in fact all those who are

interested in the planning process to forward
their comments on the recommendations to

me by October 15, 1977. The comments I

receive, together with a review that will be

Tuesday, June 28, 1977

undertaken by government agencies, will

form the basis of a white paper which I

would hope to present to the House as soon

as possible.

Copies of this report, together with a sum-

mary that has been printed as a special

edition of the ministry magazine, Housing
Ontario, are now being forwarded to all

municipalities, planning boards, school

boards, committees of adjustment and all

others who have participated in or are likely

to be affected by this review. Copies are

also being forwarded to all members of this

House. It is my hope that all those with an

interest in the planning process and who have

comments on the recommendations of The

Planning Act Review Committee will for-

ward them to me.

Finally, I would like to give my personal

thanks to Mr. Eli Comay and to his asso-

ciates. I am sure that when they first under-

took this task they little realized how ex-

tensive and demanding it would be. It was

a massive review, and, from the reading of

the report, many of the recommendations

will have far-reaching effects on the future

of planning, development and building in this

province.

I would also like to offer an apology to

ths hon. members. In an effort to have a

wide distribution of at least the summary of

this report, a substantial number of copies of

the magazine of the ministry, Housing On-

tario, were forwarded to Government Serv-

ices for mailing on Friday of last week.

They were mailed as fourth-class mail, and

experience with the mail in Canada has indi-

cated that if you're mailing it fourth class

you can certainly not expect it to be delivered

with any great haste—even first class.

Mr. Peterson: From you it should be no

class, John.

Mr. Roy: Did it have your picture on it?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: However, as the result

of some unforeseen capability, many of these

reports were actually in the hands of the

recipients by Monday of this week. So I do

apologize to hon. members. I had the full

intention of presenting this report in its en-

tirety to the hon. members first. But I offer
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a tip of my hat to the Hon. Jean-Jacques
Blais. He's made some improvement.

Mr. Deans: You just can't trust the mails,

can you?

RONTO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege, on June 14, page 4 of the Globe
and Mail, the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) is

quoted as saying, regarding the $2-million tax

exemption for Ronto, '1 think I told them"—
Mrs. Todgham and the son—"that so far as 1

could see there was no problem with an ex-

emption, that I would be glad to speak to

their lawyer who was going to pursue this

and I'd be glad to speak to Mr. Meen."
Two paragraphs later it states: "Mr. Mc-

Keough said he subsequently talked to Mr.
Goodman and was advised by the lawyer that

it was unnecessary for Mr. Meen to go on,
that Mr. Goodman had written to the staff.

He was dealing with the staff level and not
to do anything in that regard."

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask the minister

why he was not in a position to—

Mr. Speaker: No, no. Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, you can sharpen
your sword if you want to, I am going to

get this point across.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Might I just

explain? Would the hon. member take his
seat for a moment please? Ilf the hon. mem-
ber was rising to correct a statement or a

report in the paper, that's a matter of privi-
lege, yes. But to debate a point is not a mat-
ter of privilege. Up to now he's been in order
if he has been misquoted. That's the only
point of privilege which this sort of report
would lead to. Has the hon. member been
misquoted?

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I want to assess
from the minister the position of the mem-
bers of this House insofar as him jockeying
with—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
member please take his seat until I explain
something else?

Mr. Sargent: I want to ask three questions.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Wait until the ques-
tion period.

Mr. Speaker: May I just suggest that it

seems to be more proper, since he's not

correcting a misquote, that this should be
taken up in the question period. He'll have

ample opportunity at that time. So he does
not have a point of privilege at this time.

Mr. Sargent: I will be first up then, don't

forget that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The matter
is closed.

WELCOME TO MEMBERS
Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I just

wanted to make a brief statement this

afternoon to express my best wishes and

congratulations to all members of the House
on their election, or re-election, as the case

may be.

Mr. Peterson: Do you mean that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, I do. And to the

new members of the House may I offer a

particular word of welcome. I expect that,

as I can recall my own experience, they
will go through at least three stages as

new members in their perception of what

goes on in this Legislature—three stages

which most of us went through during our

first year. During the first stage, as they

see the strange goings on, and wonder

about the peaceful and tranquil life that

they left behind in their ridings, they may
indeed wonder what in fact they are do-

ing here. But I discovered after about three

or four months, after you sense that your

expertise has grown totally in all areas of

policy and procedure, you begin to wonder

what the others are doing here.

Mr. Peterson: Other people are wonder-

ing what you are doing here.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Then as you move into

your second year you ask yourself whether

you can ever bring yourself to leave this

very delightful place. Thankfully, the de-

cision to come here, or more appropriately

the decision on who should come here to

serve the people is made by the people and

they also decide who shall return and who

shall not.

Mr. Samis: Are you referring to Timis-

kaming?
Mr. Laughren: Even the member for

Timiskaming (Mr. Havrot).

Hon. Mr. Davis: There can be little

doubt that aside from the stronger man-

date which my government received to con-

tinue its programs with a stronger and

enlarged caucus-

Interjections

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: -this Legislature and

everyone in it has also been given a man-

date and direction to facilitate the re-

sponsible and constructive operation of

minority government.
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Mr. Nixon: Some mandate. There is a

phrase.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In this respect, I think

all three parties are particularly fortunate

in the calibre of our respective House
leaders.

Speaking for the member for Brock (Mr.

Welch), I want to make it clear that he

will seek the broadest possible consultation

on legislative scheduling and co-ordination,

and this is a co-operation which I am con-

fident the other two House leaders seek

equally with me.

I must admit that I did wonder a little

bit yesterday at the intensity of the desire

to make things work when on first reading

—on a tax bill at that—the House was

divided without any prior advice to the

government House leader, or for that mat-

ter to the Leader of the Opposition (Mr.

S. Smith). We were surprised, I say that

honestly.

Mr. Nixon: That was Renwick's opening

shot.

Mr. Deans: Life is full of a lot of sur-

prises, isn't it?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And you got three of

them in northern Ontario, didn't you?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Not that notice wasn't

given, because the parties in this House are

all free to do that which they see fit to do

and the House rules don't preclude that

happening. But I did observe that the

leader of the third party indicated previous-

ly his disposition of important or contro-

versial bills to emerge from debate here in

this House, and of course we cannot decide

what we do with these bills without that

debate. So I would suggest we have all

made a note of that manoeuvre yesterday of

really, I think, what should not happen in

the context of a minority government.

Mr. Reid: Irresponsible.

Mr. Nixon: A little hint of desperation.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are grateful to the

Leader of the Opposition for allowing the

matter-

Mr. Makarchuk: That is an expression of

naivete if I ever heard one.

Mr. Deans: I thought this discussion was

done privately before?

Hon. Mr. Davis: —to proceed to first

reading without, of course, any prejudice to

the rights of the official opposition to deal

with that bill on second reading as it sees fit.

Obviously, after persuasive argument they
will see fit to support it on second reading
as well.

Mr. Nixon: Don't bet money.
Hon. Mr. Davis: However, I do make

this point, and I make it very clearly. A
difficulty with first reading on a tax measure

very early in this session or in this Parlia-

ment I think would have put the govern-
ment in a very limited circumstance, and
one that all of us in this Legislature would
have shared.

Mr. Cerma: You are on thin ice.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, we are not on thin

ice.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You should talk.

Mr. Germa: He is on thin ice.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You are swimming
now.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I also want to express to

the Leader of the Opposition my sincere

congratulations on his elevation to that posi-
tion of responsibility.

I would ask that the House leader would

convey to the former Leader of the Opposi-
tion that I want to extend in a personal

way my own hand of friendship and my
own belief that his interventions in this

House will broaden and continue to uplift
the proceedings in this chamber.

Mr. Foulds: You better believe it.

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am sorry that he has

decided to step down as leader of his

party; and I say this most sincerely, he

really is one of the finest Leaders of the

Opposition that I have known.

Mr. Makarchuk: How about repeating
some of those ads on TV? Tell us about
the ads.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think some day I may
write a book about Leaders of the Opposi-
tion that I have known. I'm not sure whether
I will do that or not.

Mr. Roy: Just write us a biography.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: How hypocritical.

Mr. Makarchuk: Tell us about the ads.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't want to be

provocative on this first normal day, Mr.

Speaker. There will be moments when the

tensions in this House are significant and
emotions are high-

Mr. Nixon: Not very significant.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —and that is what I think

is important in any open and free government
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in the British parliamentary system. I believe

we can resolve many of the differences within

the context of a government that is allowed
to govern in the traditional British parliamen-

tary sense of that word and an opposition that

asserts and discharges its responsibilities in a

similar fashion.

I think our three House leaders are men of

infinite skill and ability.

Mr. Roy: That is what we said before the

election.

Hon. Mr. Davis: They tolerate their leaders,
which is no easy task; they tolerate their re-

spective caucuses, which may be the toughest
of tasks; and they tolerate each other, which
is probably the easiest of their responsibilities.

In offering them our support in allowing them
the time and opportunity to negotiate the

schedule and direction of this House, we can

provide for the people of Ontario the stable

and reliable legislative process which they
have every right to expect; from all three

parties in this House.

I feel confident, Mr. Speaker, that we shall

not, any one of us, shrink from that particular

challenge.

Mr. Foulds: It started out with the three

stages of the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

SPECIAL WARRANTS

Hon. Mr. Auld: In accordance with the
House rules, I am today tabling the special
warrants approved while the Legislature was
not in session. Copies of these special war-
rants have been placed in the postal boxes
of each member.
A special warrant is an order under section

4 of The Management Board of Cabinet Act,
signed by the Lieutenant Governor, authoriz-

ing expenditures of an urgent nature for
which no appropriation exists, and is per-
missible only when the Legislature is not in
session. It differs from a Management Board
order primarily in that an MBO may only in-

crease the spending levels of an appropriation
that already exists, whereas the special war-
rant has the effect of creating a new appro-
priation.

The three special warrants that were ap-
proved were all of an urgent nature which
could not be delayed until the current session
of the Legislature.

For particulars concerning these special
warrants, I would suggest questions be
directed to the minister concerned.

ORAL QUESTIONS

JOB CREATION
Mr. S. Smith: Just before launching into

questions, Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
a moment first of all to thank the Premier for

his very gracious comments, which are grate-

fully received. I would also like, if I just

might beg the indulgence of the House and

yourself, Mr. Speaker, not only to congratulate
you on your appointment but also to con-

gratulate the Premier on the fact that despite
the rather limited nature of his mandate it is

nonetheless a mandate and somewhat larger
than he had previously, and he has my
earnest congratulations for that. I look for-

ward to working together with both of the

other leaders.

Having said something nice, perhaps I

might launch into a question more in keeping
with the spirit of question period. Can the

Premier explain how it is that already—it's

only one day into the session—he has reneged
on his charter, particularly to provide 100,000

jobs, when yesterday the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) reaffirmed his estimate that only

89,000 new jobs will be created this year?

Surely this is rather soon to renege on the

charter.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am delighted the Leader
of the Opposition paid such careful attention

to that very significant document, which has

become part of the policy of this government.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It's a charter to which we
are committed; whether it be for 100,000

jobs a year or two trees for every one, they
are all significant parts of that charter.

Mr. Sargent: Who wrote the charter?

Hon. Mr. Davis: As I listened carefully to

the Treasurer yesterday—perhaps in the

excitement of the occasion the Leader of the

Opposition wasn't listening as carefully as I.

My recollection was, and is, that the Treas-

urer said that in the first five months of this

year — five months representing five twelfths

of the total^that 88,000 or 89,000 jobs had,

in fact, been created in that period of time.

While I don't purport to be that great at

mathematics, if one takes five twelfths of

89,000 or whatever—if one looks at the

next seven months, one can anticipate the

possibility of achieving 100,000 jobs.

Mr. Reid: That sounds like the way the

Treasurer makes up the budget.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I should also point out
to the Leader of the Opposition-

Mr. Nixon: Give or take a bit.
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Mr. Conway: Give or take a bit.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —because I'm sure he

didn't read some of my observations — that

I made it very clear that we had this year

projected something less than the 100,000.

But I also went on to point out that it was

running ahead of the rate we had predicted
and if the Treasurer's figures, as I under-

stand them, are right
— some 89,000 jobs in

five monlths—then I think we can be opti-
mistic about the 100,000 in 12 months.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,

may I ask the Premier if he would be kind

enough, or if he has taken the trouble, to

examine page 6 of the table in the Treas-

urer's update in which the number of jobs

budgeted and in the revised budget is shown
to be absolutely no different—namely 89,000,
the difference between this year and last

year. Would he kindly correct the Treasurer?

But, in addition, may I ask the Premier

whether he would be willing to take up the

suggestion I have made: that a select com-
mittee of this Legislature take a tri-partisan

approach over the summer, towards job cre-

ation, including the best ideas of all
1 three

parties. That way, we would have something
to work with in the fall. We could be doing

something useful over the summer months.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm prepared to enter-

tain any suggestion from members opposite.
This has always been my approach. And
some are better than others. I confess that.

Some are not as good as others — I should

perhaps phrase it that way.
I think the possibility of establishing a

further select committee — knowing the tra-

ditional thought of the opposition party with

respect to select committees, if memory
serves me correctly

— might not be the most
useful way of dealing with this matter. Cer-

tainly, during the course of this period of

time, I'm sure the Leader of the Opposition
will once again this afternoon suggest to the

government one or two ideas that he may
have, and I'm sure that other members will

do so. Certainly, any worthwhile or con-
structive ideas that can be accommodated
within the general framework and policy in

respect to the fiscal responsibilities of this

government, we'll take a look at. But I think
to say to the Leader of the Opposition, "Yes,
we will establish a select committee," —
this would be leading him astray.

iMr. Deans: A supplementary question, for

clarification if nothing else: Is the Premier

saying that because he understood the Treas-

urer to say that there had been 89,000 jobs
created in the first five months, that the

annualized figure of 88,000 — which also

appears in the report and which is a figure

comparing this year with last year — is

wrong?
Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm not saying it is wrong.

What I am saying is that being a bit of an

optimist, which I am and I confess that with-

out any doubt — with the measure of suc-

cess we've had in the first five months in

reply to the suggestion of 100,000, I think

the possibility exists.

Mr. Deans: Final supplementary: Is it

not true that the Treasurer would have taken

mto account the Premier's feelings that may-
be we should be more optimistic? Why,
then, given the same figures that the Pre-

mier must have at his disposal, would the

Treasurer arrive at a figure of 88,000 in a

budget statement presented to us ye terday-
based on the first five months' experience in

the year 1977? The Premier seems to feel

that somewhere along the way we're magi-
cally going to find an additional 20,000 jobs
or more?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No. I think the Treasurer
of this province in his usual responsible and
conservative way, has on this occasion been
more conservative in his estimates than a

person like myself who is more optimistic.

Mr. Deans: The Premier wouldn't be try-

ing to pull the wool over our eyes would he?
It doesn't sound real.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am suggesting that the

potential exists for the 100,000. I pointed out
to the Leader of the Opposition and made it

very clear during that short period of, as

the House leader says, consultation with the

people—that in this year our expectations
were less than the 100,000.

Mr. Nixon: Maybe you won't make it after

all.

Mr. Roy: What you're saying is somebody
else is bailing you out.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

BUDGET FORECASTS

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question for the

Treasurer regarding basically the accuracy
of his document reaffirming Ontario's bud-

get strategy. First of all, dealing with page
6, could the Treasurer affirm or not that his

revised estimate is no different from his

original budgeted estimate for 89,000 jobs

and, furthermore for only 80,000 housing
starts, in sharp contrast with the 90,000

predicted in the charter?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No, we have not re-

vised our estimates of employment. If the

member will look in the next column, he will
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find we estimated at the time of the budget
that employment would grow by 2.4 per
cent and we have not changed that number.
It remains at 2.4 per cent, therefore the

figure is about—whatever it is?—89,000 jobs.

Mr. S. Smith: Right, not 100,000.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would share the

Premier's optimism on the basis of what's

happened for the first five months of the

year. There was some feeling that some of

the May figures that have been coming out

have not been quite as strong as the first

four months of the year. Forecasting, ob-

viously, is not the most precise or scientific

of documents.

Mr. S. Smith: Neither is charter writing.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The real point is

that in terms of the charter we have made
a commitment to produce that number of

jobs. I think we'll come very close to that.

The member also asked about the housing
figure. If the member would refer to last

year's budget, he would find that our fore-

cast-

Mr. Deans: It is as worthless as the

paper it's written on.

Mr. Foulds: Give or take a million.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —for housing starts

in 1976 was 80,000 starts-

Mr. Conway: Give or take a million. I told

you, you have a C. D. Howe over there.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —and they ultimate-

ly came in at nearly 85,000 starts. That's

been discussed in the House.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We have not found
reasons to date—at least my people have not
found reasons to date—to revise our housing
forecast up from the 80,000 we forecast.

Mr. S. Smith: They didn't write the

charter obviously.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Let me say this:

If the hon. member wants more-
Mr. Nixon: You haven't read the charter

either.

Mr. Eakins: It's too long to read.

Mr. S. Smith: The NDP are over there
now.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Well, you're over
here.

Mr. S. Smith: Still on the accuracy of this

document, I have just one final question of
a supplementary nature. Given the fact that
on page 13 it's indicated that the govern-

ment seems to have been able to deal with a

loss of revenue of $133 million merely by
"having Management Board identify expen-
diture savings and constraining the 1977 esti-

mates," if it's that easy to save $133 million,
can the Treasurer explain to us please exactly
where that money is being saved, who is

going to suffer as a result and how much
more fat there might be in that budget?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The words used on
page 13, I would draw to the Leader of the

Opposition's attention, is Management Board
"will be." They have not yet done so.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary.
Mr. S. Smith: Could the Treasurer please

explain how he can be that confident that
the Management Board will be identifying
the $133 million in the budget that doesn't
have to be there?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If the member
would read the statement, he would find that
the Management Board last year constrained

something like $400 million in expenditures
out of a total of $12.5 billion-

Mr. Nixon: Why don't they then?

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —to allow for over-

spending and revenue reduction. It also

occurs to me that I read in the paper the

other day words by the Leader of the Op-
position—I think the term he used was $185
million. He said no doubt government can

find that wherever they want it.

[2:301

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, and the Premier said

people would suffer.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's exactly what
we're doing. Don't talk out of both sides of

your mouth.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We've now
spent 11 minutes.

An hon. member: And he wasted 25 min-

utes.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're wast-

ing time here this afternoon.

Mrs. Campbell: We're wasting time? He
wasted time.

Mr. Speaker: Did the hon. Leader of the

Opposition announce that as a final sup-

plementary?

Mr. S. Smith: He wasted 20 minutes.

Mr. Speaker: No, I said "we are." On the

accuracy of the document, all right, we'll

allow one supplementary from the member
for London Centre.
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Mr. Peterson: I have a supplementary of

the Treasurer. Is he telling the House that

it's the budgetary policy of his government
to build in extra fat in every budget so

that it can be taken out at a later time in

order to revise downward for shortfalls in

revenue? Is that what he's telling us?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, that

is not what I am saying at all. It seems
reasonable to me that if we are to finance

in-year changes and expenditures of various

kinds, then during the course of the year we
have to reassess our priorities and that's ex-

actly what we do.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Went-
worth.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, may I?

Mr. Speaker: No. Order, please. That was
the final one. The hon. member for Went-
worth, thank you. We can come back to it

later if it's important.

OIL AND GAS PRICES

Mr. Deans: I have a question of the Pre-
mier. What representation does he plan to

make to the federal government and, through
them, to the province of Alberta that we
can't afford the announced increase in oil

prices that was announced by the minister

just last week? What does he propose to do
to make sure that the predicament that faces

the province of Ontario and the people of
the province of Ontario is corrected by either

negotiation or action of this government with

regard to the increases and the impact of
them both on jobs and on the economy?

Mr. Warner: He's prone to inaction.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I communi-
cated with the first minister of Canada in

the latter part of May, I think I'm right in

this, when I asked him to convene a meeting
of first ministers to discuss the question of

the pricing of oil and natural gas. I received
a reply from the Prime Minister suggesting
that at the conferences or meetings—1 think

there were two—of the ministers of energy
there was some degree of consensus as it

related to the proposed increase.

Mr. Martel: You are not nearly as tough
as before the election.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I replied further to the
Prime Minister of Canada suggesting that

my understanding was that there were at

least three provinces—Ontario, Nova Scotia

and, I believe, Manitoba; I think I'm right in

those three—representing, as they do, fairly

close to 50 per cent of the total population
of this country, who were not part of any

decision to increase the price of crude or
natural gas on July 1. I pointed out to the
Prime Minister the potential adverse effects

on the economy of this province. I have
asked him to reconsider this position and
to consider further the desirability of con-

vening a meeting of first ministers to discuss

this subject.
I have made no bones about it. I've said it

in this House, I've said it elsewhere, that

this government is opposed to this price in-

crease. We're opposed to it on the basis

of the inflationary aspects. We're opposed
to it on the grounds of the adverse effect it

could have on certain businesses and indus-

tries, let alone the consumer, whether it be
for the use of the automobile or for home
heating. That still remains our position.

I can give the House no further infor-

mation. My Telex was as of June 20, I think; I

can't read it here. I guess it was on Monday.
I have not as yet had a reply to that Telex.

When I do, I shall inform the members of

the House. But that's where the situation

stands at this moment.

Mr. Martel: Yes, before the election you
were really tough, gung ho.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Went-
worth only, please.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question: Is

the Premier prepared, first of all, to make
known to the federal government that we
simply can't afford it. Secondly, is he pre-

pared to take some action to freeze the

prices in the province of Ontario until such

time as he is able to renegotiate an agree-
ment that we in the province can afford to

undertake and maintain?

Hon. Mi. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I wish it

were a question of negotiation. I'm sure the

hon. member is well aware of the fact that

this isn't a matter of negotiation. It was a

decision made by the government of Canada.

It's as simple as that.

Mr. Deans: Then you'll have to unmake it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The ministers of energy
and our Minister of Energy (Mr. J. A.

Taylor) would be delighted to share their

own views.

Mr. Deans: You got us into this.

Hon. B. Stephenson: How?

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is not a negotiation.

Mr. Grande: What are you going to do?

Hon. Mr. Davis: It is a price set unilater-

ally by the government of Canada. There
are at least three provinces, I believe—cer-

tainly one that I can speak for that has not

agreed to this price and this has been made
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abundantly clear to the government of

Canada.

Mr. Peterson: How long a price freeze

does the government plan on the inventories

of the oil companies in this province?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, in that the

member for London Cenitre is one of those

in that party who believes, as does his party
leader, in moving to the world price level-

Mr. Peterson: Just answer the question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well th:y do, and this

I could never understand.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I gather they probably
gave Mr. Gillespie some advice.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the Op-
position will come to order. The hon. Premier
will continue with his answer.

Mr. Nixon: Tell us about the costs of

Hydro.
Hon. 'Mr. Davis: I would be delighted to

tell the mernber. The costs of Hydro are
related to your energy policy, which says we
should go to the world price.

Mr. Roy: Well tell that to Joe Clark and
Peter Lougheed, your friends.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As far as the freeze is

concerned-

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There is not a freeze. The
understanding as between the varous gov-
ernments—and the Minister of Energy should

really answer this—I think it's either a 45-
or 60-day period for the inventory price
change. I can't tell the member whether it's

45 days or 60 days, but the Minister of

Energy can.

Mr. Peterson: How can the Premier recon-
cile this freeze with his freeze for 137 days
just before the election in 1975?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't think it's a ques-
tion of reconciling it, it's something—

Mr. Peterson: Sure it is.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member wasn't rec-

ognized for a supplementary question. The
hon. member for Wentworth.

Hon. Mr. Davis: This is your policy.
Mr. Peterson: You buy me lunch and I will

explain my policy.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You couldn't.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Wentworth has the floor.

Mr. Deans: If the government could ignore

the problem of a price freeze for the purposes
of using up the excess, is it prepared to make
known to the federal government that this

province simply doesn't go along with it and
we will, if necessary, pass legislation to im-

pose a freeze at the current price until such
time as some meaningful negotiation is under-
taken? Is the Premier prepared to stand up
for Ontario, as Lougheed has done for Al-

berta, and try to protect the people in this

province?

Mr. Warner: That's called leadership.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I am quite

prepared to make the views of this govern-
ment known to the government of Canada.

We have done so, and I think the Premier of

Alberta also knows our point of view; I

would say with respect, so does the Premier
of Saskatchewan who is sharing in this pro-

posed price increase.

Mr. MacDonald: Where is your proof?
Words are not enough.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I cannot

give the hon. member any assurance that wo
propose any legislation that will in fact

freeze the price of gas or oil.

'Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Wentworth has the floor.

Mr. Deans: It is hard to be away down
here.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are wast-

ing valuable time of the question period.
The hon. member for Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Thank you. It is really hard
to be away down here you know, it really

is; I didn't realize how difficult it was.

AUTO TRADE PACT

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the

Treasurer on the matter of employment in

the province of Ontario. Is the government
of Ontario prepared to s't down with the

federal government and mal_e some effort to

renegotiate the auto trade pact in order to

ensure there will in fact be a growth in the

employment and a growth in investment in

this province, and across the Dominion of

Canada; in order that we will in fact have

employment in this province as a result of

the auto trade pact, rather than the defict

position which we are getting ourselves more

deeply into every day?

Mr. Nixon: Sort of a Washington pact.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I wel-

come what the member has said, since it was
this province which, one year ago in the

budget, first drew attention in a govern-
mental way to the problems we were head-
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ing into. At that point in time—<I think it is

fair to say that, a year and a half ago —
there was a complete denial by the govern-
ment of Canada, by the automobile com-
panies, and I might say by the UAW, that

there was a problem. The fact that there was
a problem was first recognized by this gov-
ernment. Now it is a problem.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Ask the member for

Oshawa (Mr. Breaugh).

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We documented
that fully in the budget of a year ago, and
I think it is fair to say —

Mr. Bounsall: You are four years late.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: — that the continu-

ing representations of myself and the Min-
ister of Industry and Tourism (Mr. Bennett)
and others led to the Arthurs report, tabled
in the House of Commons yesterday, which
report has been available on some sort of a

private basis for something like three months,
and it was the urging of this government on
a number of occasions that that report be
made public.

Mr. Laughren: Four years late.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We think the people
of Canada, and the people of this province
in particular, have a right and a responsi-
bility to know what was in that report and
we take some credit for seeing not only that
it was authored, but that it was published.

Mr. Laughren: What are you going to do?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Now in terms of
what we can do, I say to my friend over
there that if he continues to support, as he
should, the tax policies of this government,
to create a climate in this province for

growth and investment, that is the best thing
we can do.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And the UAW knows
that.

Mr. Roy: Darcy, you didn't comment on
the $4 minimum wage.

Mr. Deans: I can understand why the
Treasurer laughed at the end of that.

A supplementary: Does the Treasurer have
any statement to make to the House with

regard to what representations he intends to

make to the federal government in terms of

renegotiating the auto trade pact as it affects

the auto parts industry, as it affects the in-

vestment in Canada and in Ontario in par-

ticular, and as it affects the employment pic-
ture for the next five years?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

concern of this government has been on the

record for over a year, and it's nice that the

member is finally waking up to the fact that

we do have a problem. Join the club. We've
known it, we've been talking about it. He's

been so busy with his narrow little point of

view that he won't look at these problems.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: Don't be such a popinjay; and
who do you think you are yelling at, the

Chamber of Commerce?
Mr. Speaker: Order. Order, please. You're

wasting your time.

Mr. Roy: I think he is another potential
leader.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We have a

final supplementary from the member for

Wentworth, because we've gone over the

normally accepted time for the leaders.

Mr. Deans: It's not my fault. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker. Now that the Treasurer has got
over all his screaming and shouting, can he
tell us what his policy is? He's told us what
he thinks we should be doing; what has he

done, what is his policy, or does he know?
Does he have a policy?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, there is

no way the government of Ontario, within

our federal system and under our constitution

as I understand it, can negotiate an auto-

mobile pact with the United States.

An hon. member: Sit down.

Mr. Deans: It's a lot of bluster.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would ask the

member what position is his federal party

taking in Ottawa? That's the forum where
this is going to be debated. But the NDP in

Ottawa haven't been on this issue.

Mr. Deans: Typical Darcy McKeough.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: The members oppo-

site are just waking up to an issue now, and

they're too late.

Mr. Martel: Darcy hasn't s'aid a word all

day.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It isn't fair.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's final.

The hon. member for Grey-Bruce has the

next question.

Mr. Sargent: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. di Santo: I have a point of privilege,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Sargent: Russ. Russ.

Mr. Speaker: I think the hon. member for

Grey-Bruce knows what he should be saying.

Is this a point of privilege?

Mr. di Santo: Yes, the Treasurer said the

United Auto Workers never asked him to in-
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tervene in the auto pact and that's a false

statement, because he received-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're debat-

ing an issue now which should be the subject

of a question. You may ask a question later

if you wish. But I think the hon. member
is very close to making a charge which is a

bit improper, too, so we'll just consider that

it wasn't said, if I understand correctly.

Order, please. The hon. member does not

have a point of privilege. The hon. member
for Grey-Bruce has the floor for a question.

Mr. Sargent: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
You're looking more like a Speaker every

day. It's a basic rule here that you shouldn't

ask a question unless you know the answer.

Well, I think we know the answers here—

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
ask his question, then.

Mr. Sargent: In view of the fact a reve-

lation I just read a few moments ago was

shocking news to those of us on the public
accounts committee, and because this minis-

ter did not volunteer his action to the public
accounts committee when they were sitting

here for two months, I suggest he has been

misleading the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Some hon. members: Shame, shame.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker, Order, please. That's clearly
out of order.

An hon. member: Kick him out!

Mr. Sargent: That's my first question.

Mr. Speaker: No, the hon. member must
withdraw that. He knows he must not ac-

cuse another member of misleading the
House.

Mr. Roy: He didn't say "deliberately."

Mr. Speaker: Yes, he did. The hon. mem-
ber will rise and do that first of all, before
he asks a question.

Mr. Sargent: I suggest that to you.

An hon. member: Inadvertently.

Mr. Speaker: No.

Mr. Sargent: I ask the minister-

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member will with-
draw those words and then he may ask a
question, if he does it right away.

[2:45]

Mr. Sargent: In view of the fact that I
will qualify later, I will withdraw at this

time.

Mr. Speaker: Now your question please.

Mr. Sargent: I ask him if it is not signifi-

cant, Mr. Speaker, that his appearance be-

fore the judicial inquiry three days after

the election is not evidence of control or

supervision of the courts by either the AG's
office or the Treasurer's office or the PM's
office, in his appearance before that. Sec-

ondly, who arranged that he should appear
after the election and not before? Because
it would have had a great telling effect on
the election to have the public know that

he tried to arrange a $2-million deal with
one of his constituents.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's totally wrong.
Mr. Sargent: That's my first question.

My second one is, what right does he have
to go about this province offering $2-million
deals with our money? Who does he think

he is?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is there an
answer to that question, gentlemen? All

right, next question.

Mr. Sargent: I say he has been mislead-

ing the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member came out with a statement again.
He must withdraw that.

Mr. Sargent: Why can't he answer my
question?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Withdraw it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

It's the minister's privilege to answer or not

answer as he or she sees fit. The hon. mem-
ber did deliberately state that he's mis-

leading the House. I asked him to with-

draw that statement unequivocably without

any—
Mr. Roy: He didn't say "deliberately."

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It doesn't

matter, it's the way it was said.

Mr. Sargent: I say about this —

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.

member withdraw his remarks? All right.

Mr. Sargent: I will withdraw and come
back in a minute.

Mr. Speaker: Now the next question is

over here. Another further question over

at this side of the House? Nobody with a

question? The member for Downsview then.

;Mr. di Santo: Yes. I've got a question for

the Treasurer on the same subject as my
House leader. In his review last year in the

1976 budget, what he was really proposing
was a normal review of the pact. What we
think is important is to renegotiate the

pact—
Hon. J. A. Taylor: This is not a question,

it's a speech.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's not a question.
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Mr. di Santo: This is a preamble to the

question. Because the major problem we
have-

Mr. Speaker: The member is debating
now. Order, please. The hon. member is

debating an issue. Ask a question, please.

Mr. di Santo: I am coming to the ques-
tion.

Mr. Speaker: You should be there before

this.

Mr. di Santo: Is he prepared to ask the

federal government to renegotiate the auto

pact, as opposed to a normal review of

the pact?

Mr. Laughren: Stop blustering, say some-

thing.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, we
will be making in due course-

Mr. Deans: That's the first mistake.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think the Minister
of Industry in particular may well be making
a position known to the federal government.
We have offered to meet with them to discuss

this problem fully, and to see where we can
be—if we can be—part of the solution of the

problem.

Mr. Laughren: Why don't you say "no" and
sit down?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The member's party
doesn't feel that a competitive tax climate is

necessarily part of the solution. We feel very
keenly on this side of the House-

Mr. Warner: Why don't you resign?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —and I noted in the

response put forward yesterday by the Auto-
motive Parts Association that it particularly
drew attention to the fact that Ontario, in

taking off the seven per cent tax on produc-
tion machinery, was doing its part in making
the industry competitive in this country with
the industry in the United States. I say in

passing, something which has been opposed
by the member's party, specifically as to

whether I think or we think the pact should
be renegotiated. I'm not sure that a re-

negotiation of the pact is necessarily the most
effective way of dealing with the problem.

Mr. Laughren: A new Treasurer would help.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The key to the situa-

tion was to get the respective governments
and the automobile vehicle manufacturers to

recognize that there was a problem. It is with-
in the power of the "big four," I think, with-
out a renegotiation of the pact, to d!o some-

thing about the problem, to bring the overall

terms, to bring the results of the pact, into a

greater balance than they are now. That

would not, in my view, require renegotiation
of the pact.

Mr. di Santo: Supplementary: Since, despite
the sales tax exemption, the situation in the
auto parts industry has worsened to the point
that this year, according to the president of
the Automotive Parts Association, we will

most likely have a $3-billion deficit, does the
Treasurer think his government can do any-
thing in order to offset this situation, in view
of the fact we are also losing between 70,000
and 90,000 jobs in this industry?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I think
we should bear in mind, and this is, of course,
the position of the auto parts people, that

although we are if not losing at least not

gaining jobs in the parts industry, it is true
we have been gaining jobs in the vehicle

manufacturing industry. There are differences
between those kinds of jobs. Although the
deficit on parts is going to worsen this year—
at least those are the forecasts—it is not neces-

sarily correct that the overall deficit under
the auto pact, which is in deficit, will worsen
this year. I think I gave the House the figures

yesterday. In finished vehicles I think our

exports are up something like 20 per cent
over last year. That doesn't show up in the

parts. It does show up in the total figures. So
it is a somewhat confused situation, and the

point of view of the parts manufacturers—
and I say this with respect—will not neces-

sarily be our position or the position of the

government of Canada.

Mr. B. Newman: Supplementary: May I ask

the minister whether his officials are trying to

calculate the labour content, outflow as well

as importation, as a result of the manufacture
both of parts and the completed vehicle? Are
we exporting jobs or are we importing jobs?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: One of my regrets,

and the member for Windsor-Walkerville

would know this well, is that although the

pact in my view, and I have said this before,

has been really a great thing for Canada and
for this province in particular—there is no

question we have gained a great number of

jobs which we would not otherwise have had,
and I think it is also fair to say that Canadians

generally are paying less for vehicles today
than they would have been had we not had
the pact—having said that, there is no ques-

tion, and I would refer to Windsor in particu-

lar, that we have lost some of the very
skilled jobs, the tool and die jobs which used

to exist in Windsor, in my home town and

other places to a greater extent than they do

now. Some of those jobs moved across the

border, regretfully. However, I think when
one looks at the sum total there is no ques-
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tion that the pact has been a good thing for

Canada, as I have said, and for this province.
What we want to do is to make sure it is

better.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary: With refer-

ence to the Treasurer's first answer to the

series of questions asked, when he admitted

that he believed the power to make the

changes rests with the four auto manufactur-

ing companies, will he sit down if necessary

on a continuous basis and see that that equity

is returned, something which I mentioned to

him in April 1972 as being the easy, quick
route to restoring equity in the auto parts and

auto manufacturing industry?

Mr. Martel: In 1972, Darcy.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, meet-

ings have been going on with various parts of

the industry for some time now.

LICENCE FEES

Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

ask a question of the Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications. I would like

to bring to his attention that licence fees

for half-ton trucks under the new legislation

for northwestern Ontario will not be re-

duced from $50 to $10. I feel that many
half-ton trucks are used by the people of

the north-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We do not

make a statement or argument.

Mr. Hennessy: I am sorry.

Mr. Speaker: Sometimes a sentence is

necessary to place the area of the question,
if I might just mention to the hon. member,
to delineate just the area where the ques-
tion will be asked, then you ask the ques-
tion please.

Mr. Makarchuk: That is one of the $3-
million members.

Mr. Hennessy: I struck out there.

Mr. Speaker: So, is there a question now
please?

Mr. Hennessy: I would like to ask the
question—perhaps I will get the answer
from the other side. I don't know.

Mr. Makarchuk: Next time you will.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member for Fort William with his question.

Mr. Hennessy: I would like to ask why
is the government charging $50 for the half-
ton truck in the northwest when it should
be only $10 for any other car? A lot of

people use private trucks.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: Don't be so hard on
him.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Does the hon.

minister have a short answer for that?

Mr. Breaugh: He wants to know why
you are ripping off the truckers.

Mr. Nixon: He knows what you mean.

An hon. member: It was raised in the

last session.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I regret very much that

the hon. members on the other side didn't

have the courtesy to allow the member to

place his question properly.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: It was a proper question.
You shouldn't criticize your member.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I always
thought it was a tradition in this House
that a new member-
Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.

minister answer the question briefly and
then I will have something to say about
that.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I am aware of the par-
ticular situation that the hon. member
brings to my attention.

An hon. member: You should be.

Hon. Mr. Snow: There was no mention
in the Treasurer's statement on the budget
relating to this particular problem. It is

one that I have had brought to my atten-

tion. I hope to come up with some recom-
mendations to eliminate, if at all possible,
the inequity between the person who drives

a half-ton truck for transportation to and
from his job as compared to those who
drive an automobile.

Mr. MacDonald: You have been con-

juring with it for three months.

SHOOTING AT BRACEBRIDGE

Mr. Stong: In the absence of the Solici-

tor General (Mr. MacBeth), I have a ques-
tion for the Premier. Does the government
intend to review the fatal shooting at Brace-

bridge yesterday by the OPP officer by way
a coroner's inquest? Lest anyone think that

summary justice was done in that incident,

would the Premier direct the Solicitor Gen-
eral to provide the House with a full and

comprehensive report of that incident, in-

cluding the nature of the chase, the number
of police officers involved in the chase,
whether in fact there was any strategy for
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the live apprehension of the suspect, wheth-
er the police officers were in regulation uni-

form and, finally, what the particular train-

ing and experience were of the officer who
fired the fatal shot?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Perhaps the hon. mem-
ber would be lend enough to give me that

series of questions. Before the afternoon is

over, I will be in touch with either the Solici-

tor General who, I believe, is in Ottawa, or,

if he is not here tomorrow, the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry). We will have a

report for the hon. member.

HOME HEATING AND INSULATION

Mr. Samis: A question of the Minister oi

Energy: Can the minister clarify for the

House if he will be recommending to the

cabinet that Ontario comply with the con-

ditions dictated by Mr. Gillespie regarding
the federal program for home insulation in

order for it to take effect in Ontario this

fall? Secondly, can he tell us if the provin-
cial government is planning any additional

assistance for home owners in this province?

Mr. Laughren: Are you stock-piling coal?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: As to the first question,
there are four basic conditions now, I under-
stand as of yesterday. I may say they have
been changing a little bit. Firstly, there is

the condition in regard to insulation stan-

dards. In our building code we provided for

that in 1975. In fact, those conditions are

in place now. In terms of the reduced speed
limits, we did that in Ontario in 1976.

In regard to the question of sales tax,
which is the third one, that is in the Treas-
urer's budget. So that's three. The fourth one,

Just to remind the member, is the question
or the bulk meters. Bulk metering is in con-
nection with both gas and electricity. We
have some problems with gas because gas is

used for heating apartments, for example.
Mr. Conway: You are not kidding.

Mr. Peterson: Leave the chamber then.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Are you interested in

the answer?

Interjections.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I assume members can
see where we have already complied with
those conditions, with the exception of the

bulk metering which is under study. The
problem is of course the eligibility of the

people of Ontario for that program. That's

what concerns me very much because I

understand it will only apply initially
— at

least till 1981 — for houses that were con-
structed prior to 1921.

Mr. Bounsall: We have a few of them.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: There may be some.
The grant programme is up to $350 provided
it doesn't exceed two-thirds of the cost of

insulation. That doesn't insulate the house.

[3:00]

I'm getting now into the second part of the

question which deals with the supplemen-
tation of that program, which of course pin-
points the problem with the program in the
first place: It doesn't provide for the cost

saving that Mr. Gillespie indicated that it

would. In terms of my r: commendation, I

think the people of Ontario should participate
in any recycling of funds. After all, the

moneys are basically coming from the con-

suming provinces. I think the people of On-
tario should be able to participate in any
funds that may come back to assist them in

home insulation.

Mr. Samis: Supplementary to the lecture

provided by the minister, could I ask again
in terms of the firct—understanding that num-
ber four comes after number three— will he
recommended to cabinet that we comply with
the conditions and, second, will he offer a

supplementary program?
Hon. J.A. Taylor: At the present time we

cannot comply with the fourth condition that

I mentioned unless we are going to put a

separate furnace, which may be fired by gas,

for every apartment unit, for example. What
I'm saying is that it is very difficult for us

to do that, and I think maybe the hon.

member will appreciate that fact.

As far as supplementation is concerned,
which is the other part of the question, we
proposed a fuel-saver loan program—and may
I take the hon. member back to the last

conference of energy ministers-

Mr. Germa: The minister takes us back a

long way.

Mr. Samis: Mickey Moure is still here.

Mr. Laughren: Has the minister ever

thought of government services?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: At the last conference

of energy ministers, the federal minister asked

the provinces of Canada to indicate their

initiatives in the area of conservation, and I

filed with the federal people all of our in-

itiatives in that regard. That was on the last

agenda at the federal provincial ministers'

conference-

Mr. Conway: Speech.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —but it wasn't dis-

cussed at that time, nor was the federal

program discussed. What I'm saying to the

hon. member is that there should be some
consultation with the provinces if there is to

be a program that meshes in with existing
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provincial programs, because some provinces

already have programs and some do not;

some are completely financed by the federal

government. I think there should be consul-

tation.

FIRE SAFETY IN JAILS

Mr. Bolan: This question is directed to

the Premier in view of the fact that the

Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth) is not here.

In view of the large number of prisoners in

Canada who have lost their lives over the

past year in prison, what investigations if any
are being done with respect to safety features

for prisoners in provincial penal institutions

in the event of fire, and particularly in the

older district jails?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will be delighted to pass
that question on to the Solicitor General for

answer either tomorrow or Thursday.

MINIMUM WAGE
Mr. Mackenzie: A question of the Minis-

ter of Labour: Would the minister tell the

House when workers can expect an increase

in the minimum wage in the province of

Ontario, which is currently one of the

lowest in Canada-

Interjections.

Mr. Mackenzie: —and can the minister

assure the House that waitresses will not
be discriminated against by way of a lower
rate than other workers?

Hon. B. Stephenson: If the hon. member
is suggesting that we should move to the
level suggested by his leader during the
election-

Mr. Mackenzie: Don't play games. We
asked you a question.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I can tell him that
as soon as the productivity of every single
individual in this province improves to an
equitable level, we will be pleased to do
so—

Mr. Martel: Maybe most of those in cabinet
should have theirs cut.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —particularly, per-
haps, the productivity of the members of
the House.

Mr. Bounsall: Starting with yourself.

Hon. B. Stephenson: In addition, I should
like to tell the hon. member that waitresses
have not been discriminated against in any
of the moves as far as the minimum wage
is concerned; indeed, all of those people
who work in establishments where they are

involved in the direct serving of alcoholic

beverages are those who are under the pro-

gram known as the wage differential at

this point in time, and that involves both
waiters and waitresses. There is no dis-

crimination on the basis of sex in that area

in this province.

Interjections.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, that wasn't
an answer to my question.

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry, I didn't hear
that.

Mr. Mackenzie: I simply asked the min-
ister when the House can expect—

Mr. Speaker: Order. It is the answer
which the minister gave. Is there any dif-

ferent answer now?
An hon. member: That's the silliest answer.

Mr. Warner: Try answering the question.

Mr. Mackenzie: Stop playing games.
Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Martel: So busy being arrogant.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: Why don't you answer the

question?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We can
neither hear the question nor the answer
because of the interjections, so we're wast-

ing time.

Mr. Mackenzie: Let's talk about games.
This House and the members.

An hon. member: Throw him out.

Mr. Lupu sella: She should give an answer,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: All right. A question over
here? No. Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Get to a

proper question.
Is there a question over here? The hon.

member for St. George.

GROUP HOME PLACEMENTS
Mrs. Campbell: My question is to the Min-

ister of Community and Social Services.

Interjections.

Mrs. Campbell: I'm sure that comes as a

surprise to him. Could I have the attention
of the minister? He's hidden a bit, behind-

[Laughter]

Interjections.

An hon. member: He's in the shadow.

Mr. Nixon: That is five of the members.

An hon. member: Behind the member for

Lambton (Mr. Henderson).
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Mr. Sweeney: Let's have some order on the
other side.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mrs. Campbell: Now that the Court of

Appeal has unanimously upheld the Holland
decision concerning group home placements
by family courts, what action is this ministry
prepared to take with regard to at least two
family court judges who have circumvented
the Holland decision by placing juveniles
with employees of group homes, under sec-

tion 20, subsection 1(d) of The Juvenile De-
linquents Act; thereby doing, it would seem,
indirectly by court order that which they
are prohibited from doing directly?

Hon. Mr. Norton: First of all I must apolo-
gize to the hon. member, I do miss her down
at this end of the House. I could always anti-

cipate when she was about to direct a ques-
tion to me before, but now that we're at

opposite angles in the House it's a little more
difficult.

Mr. Conway: If you are going to shine,

Norton, you'd better be seen.

Mr. Roy: You were hidden by Lome's
nose.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, with res-

pect to the specific cases to which the hon.
member directed the question, I can't give
her a very specific response on those. I do
understand there are a very small number
of cases where that type of placement was
made. It's my understanding the decision of
the Supreme Court did not deal specifically
with that kind of placement.
At the present time, all I can suggest to

the hon. member is that we have asked that
Children's Aid Societies be prepared, if there
is any indication whatsoever that the welfare
of the children in such placements is in

jeopardy, to move in and take the child into

protection and proceed in that manner.
In the meantime, as well, we still have

under review with the parties to that par-
ticular action the next step they might be
following. I won't know myself for some time
yet whether the Supreme Court decision will
be subject to a further appeal or not; but
in the meantime we are continuing our com-
mitment to municipalities with respect to the

financing under the present arrangement, as
well as the commitment to continue discus-
sions with them with respect to more per-
manent financing.
We also, as il suggested, have asked and

will be urging the judges to consider place-
ment via the Children's Aid Societies, which
would still afford the opportunity for the

placements to be continued in such group
homes through the societies.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary, Mr.
Speaker: The minister undoubtedly must be
aware, is he not, that the commitment which
he gave to us at the time the Holland de-
cision first came forward has not really been
honoured in the case, for example, of Metro
and Youth Sphere? There are other cases. Is

the minister not aware of other cases where
children are indeed in jeopardy; and isn't it

the responsibility of this minister to assure
the protection of the children first, and then
work his way through arrangements with
Metro or anyone else?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I don't disagree at all

with the priorities that have been suggested
by the hon. member; those are my priorities
and the priorities of my ministry and of this

government.
I am not aware of the reference she makes

to the fact there are children in jeopardy. If

she has specific evidence of children who are
in jeopardy, I would urge her to bring it to

my attention forthwith, because it is my
responsibility and I would not want to shirk

that responsibility.

I have also asked my staff, and people in

the Children's Aid Society across this prov-
ince, to advise me of any cases that may
come to their attention where there appears
to be any jeopardy to the welfare of the
children of this province, and I will act

forthwith.

Mr. McClellan: I have a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker. Since II, too, have cases that

have recently come to my attention, of chil-

dren at risk as the result of Judge Holland's

decision, would the minister not agree now
to adopt a policy of 100 per cent funding to

municipalities for the care of kids in this area,
so that litigation would not be necessary,

litigation would be eliminated?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I would hope we
wouldn't have to debate this again at 10:30

this evening, but my answer to that inquiry
is the same as it was during the last session

of this House—"No".
I am in the process of discussions with

municipalities with respect to funding

arrangements, and I will continue to follow

that course. I will not precipitously jump to

any such conclusion or fall into the trap of

agreeing with the member in a suggestion
that he may make. If he does have informa-

tion about children who are in jeopardy,
then please let him bring it to my attention,

rather than stand in the House and suggest
he has such information. I would also point
out to him that if he knows of children who
are in jeopardy then he might well bring it

to the attention of the Children's Aid Society
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as well. They do have responsibilities in that

area.

Mr. McClellan: The minister may rest as-

sured that I will.

Hon. Mr. Norton: All right. If the mem-
ber has information, I would like to have it.

BLAIR REPORT ON TAXES

Mr. Swart: My question is to the Treas-

urer. I want to know if he soon intends to

make a statement, or perhaps produce a

white paper, on his intentions with regard
to last year's budget proposals in budget
paper E on the Blair commission's report on

so-called tax reform?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, we
have just received a rather comprehensive
report from the Association of Municipali-
ties of Ontario which, I think it's fair to say,
is the only complete response that we have,
and perhaps will receive, to the Blair com-
mission report. We have it under examina-
tion. We are waiting on the Ministry of

Revenue for the complete results with the
1975 figures updated, which we expect to

have sometime next month I believe. The
answer to the member's question is that I

don't anticipate making a response in the

very near future to the Blair report, but no
doubt we will in the future.

Mr. Swart: Will the Treasurer, when he
tables his intentions, if and when he tables

his intentions with regard to the Blair com-
mission report, as to what he is going to do
with tax reforms, will he also table his in-

tentions on grant policy to municipalities-
transfer policies with regard to transfer pay-
ments — recognizing that tax reform means
little unless we know what the grant policy
is going to be?

,

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I dis-

cussed this with AMO the other day. I

wouldn't want to indicate we would be in

a position to give a complete response on
all the grants. I suppose it is fair to say that,
as they affect municipalities — and this is a

guess — somewhere around 95 per cent of
the grant money, or changes in the grants,
would be in three areas: in the resource

equalization grant, in the general legislative

grant for education, and to a lesser extent,
but not insignificant, in the municipal road
grants of the Ministry of Transportation and
Communications. It would certainly be our
aim to indicate our intentions with respect
to those main grant programs, which plus
the other unconditional grants are by popula-
tion and not related to assessment. I doubt
that we would be able to with all of them,
but with respect to those main ones, at such

time as we release the figures and our inten-

tions the answer to the question is "yes"> but

perhaps not quite as far as the member in-

tended.

[3:15]

Mr. Roy: I have a supplementary. When
the minister is tabling his response or his

views on the Blair commission report and the

question of taxes, would he possibly give
some explanation why it is that, for instance

in the Ottawa area—and this has come out

again in a later report and I asked him a

question about this last year—the taxes in

Ottawa are up to 25 or 50 or 100 per cent

more, when we are talking about municipal
and school taxes, than any other area of the

province? For instance, on an average, they
are $95 more than in Toronto. Could he give
some explanation? He refused to do it last

year. I would like to get his views on that this

year.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I can't believe that

I would have refused to do so. It is not my
recollection that on a household basis the

taxes in the city of Ottawa are that signifi-

cantly different from Other areas of the prov-
ince.

Mr. Roy: They are. The Treasurer's own
reports say that.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If the member would
be good enough to send me some particulars,

I would be glad to try and analyse why that

may be the case.

FRUIT TREE DAMAGE

Mr. Hall: A question for the Minister of

Transportation and Communications: Will the

minister advise the House when the special
committee established to investigate salt spray

damage to the Niagara Peninsula fruit trees

will make a public report and recommenda-
tion?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the com-

mittee, which includes representatives from
the Ministry of the Environment, the Ministry
of Agriculture and Food and my own minis-

try, is working on different aspects of this

problem at the present time and I would

expect that it would be coming forward within

the next few weeks with some recommenda-
tions to me.

Mr. Hall: By way of supplementary, Mr.

Speaker, I am concerned and I wonder if

there is a valid reason for delay in the matter;

first of all in that the problem is urgent, and

secondly that during the election the com-
mittee was said to be meeting daily-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's not a

supplementary question. That's a debate.
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Mr. Hall: I am asking if there is a valid

reason for the delay, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: That's okay then.

Mr. Hall: The point being that the previous
information was that it was meeting daily and
would take two weeks to wrap it up; and
two weeks has long since passed.

Mr. Speaker: Is there an answer?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the com-
mittee was only formed I would) think three

to four weeks ago and I do know that it has

had a number of meetings. I have had some
interim reports on the progress to date and,
as I have said, within the next few weeks I

am expecting the report.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker; are we to assume, sir, since you
drew my colleague to order, that information

given by representatives of the government

during the election campaign cannot be

validly raised in this House in the question

period?

Mr. Speaker: No, no decision was based on
that at all.

Mr. Nixon: Well what was the reason for

your drawing him to order?

Mr. Speaker: If we check back through
Hansard', I am sure we can define it. I just

can't recall the actual words right at the

present time.

SEAWAY TOLLS

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I

have a new question for the Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications. What position

has his government taken and what repre-
sentation has his government made to the

federal government with regard to the federal

governments policy to increase Seaway tolls,

which will have a devastating effect on inland

ports on the Great Lakes, especially on the

port of Thunder Bay, because it will possibly
eliminate the grain trade there?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, we certainly
have made a representation to the federal

government. I believe both the Premier and

myself have made public statements on the

Ontario position regarding the proposed major
increases in Seaway tolls. I would be pleased
to look up those statements. I am sure they
were sent to the hon. member, but if they
weren't we shall send him another copy.

Mr. Nixon: Are you for it or against it?

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

PETITIONS

ONE CANADA DAY
Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, although this does

net take the form of a proper petition, I

would like to rise on a point of privilege

and offer to the Premier this document
from the people of the town of Markham
who met on One Canada Day and presented
a petition with over 3,500 names on it sig-

nifying their intent to keep Canada one. I

would like to present this to the Premier
of the province on behalf of the town of

Markham.

Mr. Speaker: I believe it is not really a

point of privilege either, but the hon. mem-
ber may send over his report or whatever
it is.

MOTIONS

SPEAKER'S PANEL

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that a Speaker's

panel be established to consist of Mr.

Speaker, the Deputy Speaker and Chairman
of committees of the whole House, the

Deputy Chairman of committees of the

whole House, and the Chairman of all

standing and select committees. All com-
mittees shall schedule all matters referred to

them after discussion by the Speaker's panel
as desirable. Such scheduling shall ensure

as far as possible that there is no interference

with the business in the House.

Motions agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEE
SUBSTITUTION

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that unless other-

wise ordered substitution be permitted on

all standing committees, provided that

notice of substitution is given to the chair-

man of the committee prior to the com-

mencement of the meeting.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, may I

point out at this time that the first two com-

mittees to be established under my next

motion will meet tonight at 8 o'clock to

start consideration of estimates; both the

social development committee and the re-

sources development committee.

STANDING COMMITTEE
MEMBERSHIP

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the follow-

ing standing committees be established for

this session, with power to examine and in-

quire into all such matters as may be re-
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ferred to them by the House, with power to

send for persons, papers and things, as pro-
vided in section 35 of The Legislative

Assembly Act:

Social development committee, 16 mem-
bers as follows: Baetz, Cooke, Dukszta, Elgie,

Grande, Jones, Kennedy, Kerrio, Leluk, Mc-

Caffrey, McClellan, McEwen, Sweeney, Van
Home, Villeneuve, and Wiseman.

Resources development committee, 16

members as follows: Bolan, Charlton, Eaton,

Havrot, Johnson, Lane, Laughren, Martel,

McNeil, O'Neil, Pope, Reed, Riddell, Rollins,

Stokes, Yakabuski.

The justice committee, 16 members as

follows: Blundy, Bradley, Cureatz, Drea,
Gigantes, Grossman, Lawlor, Lupusella,

Philip, Renwick, Roy, Sterling, Stong,
G. Taylor, Turner, Williams.

General government committee, 16 mem-
bers as follows: Ashe, Cassidy, di Santo, Epp,
Gaunt, Hall, Hennessy, Mancini, McCaffrey,
McCague, McGuigan, Rotenberg, Sterling,

Walker, Warner, Wildman.

Public accounts committee, 12 members
as follows: Baetz, Drea, Elgie, Germa,
Grossman, Hennessy, Mackenzie, Makarchuk,
Nixon, Peterson, Reid, Sargent.

The report of the Provincial Auditor for

1975-76 and the public accounts for 1975-
76 are hereby referred to the public ac-
counts committee.

Motion agreed to.

STANDING MEMBERS'
SERVICES COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the standing
members' services committee be appointed
for this session to examine the services to
members from time to time, and without

interfering with the statutory responsibility
of the Board of Internal Economy in such
matters, the committee is empowered to

recommend to the consideration of the
House matters it wishes to draw to the

special attention of the board.

The committee shall be composed of eight
members as follows: Ashe, Campbell, Cun-
ningham, Davidson, Hodgson, B. Newman,
Swart, Walker.

The committee shall have power to send
for persons, papers and things as provided
in section 35 of The Legislative Assembly
Act.

Motion agreed to.

STANDING STATUTORY
INSTRUMENTS COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the standing
statutory instruments committee be appointed
for this session to be the committee provided
for by section 12 of The Regulations Act and
have the terms of reference as set out in
that section, and that the said committee in

addition to those powers shall review and con-
sider:

1. The role of the committee, with particu-
lar reference to the recommendations of the
select committee on the fourth and fifth re-

ports of the Ontario Commission on the

Legislature and the practices of the Parlia-

ments of Canada and the United Kingdom,
and

2. The establishment of guidelines to be
observed in the delegation by statute of

power to make statutory instruments and the

use made of such delegated power.

The said committee to report its recom-
mendations to the House and that in ad-
dition to the normal powers of standing com-
mittees to send for persons, papers and

things; it shall have power to employ counsel
and such other staff as the committee con-

siders necessary.

The committee shall be composed of eight
members as follows: Cureatz, Davison,
Eaktins, McKessock, Pope, Rotenberg, Samis,
Williams.

Motion agreed to.

STANDING PROCEDURAL
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the standing

procedural affairs committee be appointed
for this Parliament. The said committee shall

review and report to the House its observ-

ations and opinions on the operation of the

standing and provisional orders of the House
and such additional matters as may be re-

ferred to it by the House or by Mr. Speaker
from time to time, and that the committee
also have power to review the operation of

particular boards, agencies and commissions
for which annual reports have been tabled

in the House and referred to it, and the com-
mittee may review the operation of these

bodies as it selects with a view to reducing

possible redundancy and overlapping. The
committee shall review the eight points in

the first paragraph on page 29 of the second

interim report of the select committee on the

fourth and fifth reports of the commission
on the Legislature respecting proposed pow-
ers of committees.
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The committee shall be composed of eight
members as follows, with no substitution in

membership: Breaugh, Foulds, Haggerty,
MacDonald, G. I. Miller, Rollins, G. Taylor,
Turner.

The committee shall be empowered to send
for persons, papers and things pursuant to

section 35 of The Legislative Assembly Act.

Motion agreed to.

SELECT COMMITTEE
ON HIGHWAY SAFETY

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that a select com-
mittee on highway safety be appointed for

the purpose of completing the report of the

committee appointed in the 30th Parliament,
such committee to be composed as follows:

Young, chairman; Bounsall, Breaugh, John-
son, Kennedy, McNeil, Mackenzie, McCague,
Nixon, Jones, Riddell.

The said committee will have power to

employ counsel and such other staff as the

committee considers necessary.

Motion agreed to.

ESTIMATES IN COMMITTEES
Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the following

estimates be referred to the committees for

consideration not exceeding 405 hours and
38 minutes as indicated.

In committee of supply: The Solicitor

General, 20 hours; the Attorney General, 20

hours; Consumer and Commercial Relations,

20 hours; Correctional Services, 12 hours;

Justice Policy Secretariat, 10 hours.

In the standing resources development com-
mittee: Housing, 8 hours and 34 minutes;

Energy, 15 hours; Labour, 15 hours; Industry
and Tourism, 15 hours; Agriculture and Food,
20 hours; Environment, 20 hours; Natural

Resources, 25 hours; Resources Development
Policy Secretariat, five hours; Transportation
and Communications, 25 hours; Northern
Affairs to be allocated.

In the standing social development com-
mittee: The Social Development Policy Secre-

tariat, four hours and four minutes; Educa-

tion, 22 hours; Colleges and Universities, 10

hours; Community and Social Services, 20

hours; Health, 20 hours; Culture and Rec-

reation, 15 'hours.

In the standing general government com-
mittee: Treasury, Economics and Intergovern-
mental Affairs, 20 hours; Government Serv-

ices, 20 hours; Revenue, six hours; Manage-
ment Board, three hours; Office of the As-

sembly, 10 hours; Office of the Provincial

Auditor, five hours; Office of the Ombuds-

man, nine hours; Office of the Premier to

conclusion, the Cabinet Office to conclusion
and the Office of the Lieutenant Governor to

conclusion.

Motion agreed to.

[3:30]

Hon. Mr. Welch: As the motion states,

there remain 18 hours and 34 minutes for

consideration of Housing estimates by the

standing resources development committee;
and as I indicated to the House earlier, that

committee will meet tonight to continue those

estimates starting at 8 o'clock. I would also

draw attention to the fact that there remain
four hours and four minutes for estimates of

the Social Development Secretariat, which
will be heard in the standing social develop-
ment committee, also beginning at 8 o'clock

tonight.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS ACT

Mr. Foulds moved first reading of Bill 28,
An Act respecting Special Educational Pro-

grams.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Foulds: This bill guarantees access to

education to all children of compulsory school

age who suffer from any land of chronic

physical disability or any kind of learning

disability, including the blind, deaf, autistic,

mentally handicapped and perceptually handi-

capped.
It could be properly called an education

bill of rights for handicapped children. This

bill is Strengthened from the form in which
I first introduced it last July. It makes pro-
vision for requiring boards to do adequate
testing to determine the proper and full need
of special educational programs. Frankly, in a

province as rich as Ontario it is shameful

that children of compulsory school age are

denied full access to education.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We don't de-

bate it, we just state the principle thank you.

ELECTION PUBLIC OPINION
POLLS ACT

Mr. Samis moved first reading of Bill 29,

An Act respecting Election Public Opinion
Polls.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Conway: I thought it was going to be

a bill to abolish the Tories in Cornwall-

Mr. Samis: This bill prohibits the publish-

ing and broadcasting of public opinion polls

during an election where the polls relate to
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the outcome of the election or the standing
of any leader, candidate or party in the elec-

tion. My colleague has baptized it the Regen-
streif bill.

Mr. Speaker: Before the orders of the day,
I wall recognize the hon. member for Huron-
Middlesex.

GODERICH SESQUICENTENNIAL

Mr. Riddell: Before the order of the day,
and with your permission Mr. Speaker, it is

my pleasure and privilege to bring to the

attention of the House the fact that 1977
marks the 150th anniversary of the town of

Goderich. Considered to be the most beautiful

town in Canada, Goderich actually had its

beginning on June 29, 1827. From that time

and up until the establishment of Perth

county as a separate county, Goderich was the

district town of the Huron district which in-

cluded then Huron, Perth, and Bruce counties.

The town was founded by John Gait and Dr.

William Dunlop. As a matter of interest the

latter, commonly known as the Tiger, was
member of parliament for Huron in the prov-
ince of Canada. Therefore Bob McKinley, the

sitting federal member—and that name should

ring a bill-

Mr. Conway: He is related to the defeated

Tory candidate.

Mr. Riddell: —Murray Gaunt, Hugh Edig-
hoffer and myself can all be considered his

political heirs. I am displaying on my desk
a small flag of Goderich which will be very
much in evidence in the town during the two
weeks of celebrations, commencing with the
official opening tomorrow, June 29. Mr. Cutt,
chairman of the sesquicentennial committee,
has asked me to extend an invitation to all

members of the Legislature to visit Goderich

during this anniversary year and to share in

our celebrations.

So once again, Mr. Speaker, I would like

to advise the House of the sesquicentennial of
the founding of Goderich by John Gait and
Tiger Dunlop in 1827; and of the fact that

the Tiger once held the seat for Huron dis-

trict, and that the spirit of adventure, fideli-

ty, loyalty and industry exhibited by the

early pioneers and the representatives in

the House still exist in the fine people of
this area and their representatives today.

Interjections.

Mr. Riddell: I do hope, Mr. Speaker, that
the members of the Legislature will avail

themselves of the opportunity to visit our
fair town—

An hon. member: Certainly will.

Mr. Riddell: —to see for themselves the

type of thing that John Keats must have
had in mind when he wrote "A thing of

beauty is a joy forever."

Mr. Roy: And you thought he was talk-

ing about you.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion that this House approves in

general the budgetary policy of the govern-
ment.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to speak following the remarks of my learn-

ed colleague. I have no flag to wave. I

can't even claim to be a thing of beauty
nor even a joy for a moment, let alone for-

ever; but these humble words I hope will

find some friendly ears across the way and
if the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) is so in-

clined he may even decide to adopt some
of the suggestions which we put forward
in a spirit of consultation and co-operation.
The budgetary statement made by the

Treasurer at the opening of this House

yesterday did, as I brought to notice during

question period, contain a number of re-

visions. Interestingly, as I did bring to the

notice of this House, two of the matters

that were not revised were the number of

new jobs expected and the number of hous-

ing starts expected. I must tell you I re-

main puzzled as to how the same party that

could produce a charter and publish it in

full page ads in every newspaper of Ontario,

could at one and the same time be pre-

paring a revision for the benefit of this

House of Ontario's budgetary strategy; and
in the charter promise 100,000 jobs and

90,000 homes, and yet in the actual docu-

ment of the budget strategy agree that the

revision itself accepts a target of 89,000

jobs and 80,000 houses.

It's hard for me to understand how the

same party could put forward at almost the

same time vastly different figures, one in

the form of a genuine financial document

which I do not quarrel with—the Treasur-

er's predictions have usually been accurate,

with the exception of jobs last year—and

the other in the form of a pie-in-the-sky

promise which was treated by the people

of Ontario with the contempt it deserves.

Mr. Roy: It's called puffery in the trade.

Mr. S. Smith: The strategy with regard

to the economy that we in the Liberal Party

would like to put forward basically differs
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only somewhat from strategy which the

Treasurer has discussed. I think the Treas-

urer agrees, and we agree, with a general

policy which says that we have to move
toward a balanced budget and with a gen-
eral policy that says that Ontario's long
term growth is best assured by the private

sector, and therefore the government must
restrain the demands that it makes on the

economy.

I feel that government restraint is some-

thing which I suspect the Treasurer and I

agree upon. The difference seems to be that

the Treasurer seems to feel that he has gone
as far as he can go in restraining the growth
of government, whereas we feel that it is

necessary that the share of every dollar in

people's pockets that goes to government
must be no larger than it is right now. We
believe there is room for restraining govern-
ment expenditures even further.

I demonstrate to you again, as I did in

question period, Mr. Speaker, that on page
13 of the Treasurer's document reaffirming
Ontario's budget strategy he makes it very
clear as! he did in his answer to me today
in question period, that Management Board
can be told to cut $133 million almost with
a snap of the fingers. It is hardly some-

thing to be considered in great detail. It

is simply sloughed off as a very simple mat-
ter. Frankly, I agree that $133 million can
be found, but I also believe that

aj
lot more

than that can be found. I feel that it's time
for us to look at the entire accounting policy
and the strategy that the government uses in

dealing with money generally.
I would point out that 13 per cent of the

government's expenditures are made ini the

12th month of the fiscal year. If the expendi-
tures were carried forward as one might ex-

pect in equal quantities month by month,
one of course would expect about eight or

nine per cent of the expenditures to take

place in any given month. Yet in the 12th

month of the fiscal year we find almost a

50 per cent increase in the rate of expendi-
ture in as much as instead of eight per cent

or nine per cent they spend 13 per cent,

and that according to the Provincial Audi-
tor's report.

The reason for that is very simple. When
wc have a system of accounting which says
that any money we don't spend by the end
of the fiscal year, we lose, the natural

tendency in all of us, I suspect, is to spend
that money before the final deadline to get
the money spent. If we gave the civil serv-

ants the right to carry over of these budge-
tary items, they might discover in the full-

ness of time that perhaps circumstances have

changed, that certain items don't need to

be bought, that certain items might be
better off leased or foregone perhaps, and
if we didn't penalize the people in this

way by taking back the money at the end
of the fiscal year, we believe that consider-

able savings could be effected'. We think

that's plain common sense.

We also believe that the present policy
of accounting of the government, which says
to people, "If you've spent a certain amount
of money this year, you can count on getting
that in your budget next year phis a certain

increment," also gives an incentive to people
to spend money in the last minute so as to

be able to come in with higher expenditures
at the end of the fiscal year and to be able

then to obtain higher budgetary allocations

in future years.

Good evidence of that, of course, was the

memo that was circulating last spring in the

Ministry of Government Services, in which
advice was given to encourage suppliers to

bill as much as possible during the last month
of the fiscal year so that certain budgets
would not be cut in future years. This is the

wrong attitude to take towards the public's

money. I would ask the Treasurer — not in

a nasty or partisan way — to consider seri-

ously changing his accounting methods to

allow a certain carryover and to get away
from the incremental idea that you get a

budget each year according to what you
spent the year before plus a certain incre-

ment.

I would ask the Treasurer furthermore to

consider seriously a form of zero-base bud-

geting. I know from previous comments he
has made to this House that he is thinking
about that. I would ask him to speed that

along, to take the House into his confidence
and to have some consultation, wherever

reasonable, with our own financial critic on
this matter, because we feel we have good
reason now to move towards a policy of

even more restraint in terms of government
spending. Frankly, we would like to be party
to some of the information the Treasurer has

upon which he's going to base these deci-

sions. We think we have, if I may say some-
what immodestly, some reasonably good
ideas and at least the right attitude which
we'd like to bring to such consultations.

We believe that this province requires a

form of sunset law; that is to say, a regula-
tion by which all programs, all commissions
and all organizations set up by the govern-
ment automatically come to an end at a

given period of time, be it three years of

five years after the commencement, unless

good reason can be evoked and demon-
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strated to require that such commissions

continue; even then, they may continue with
a different mandate or on a different policy
or in a different scale. Rut the fact remains
that there should be something which can
start to take away programs rather than

constantly adding to the list of overbearing
government that we have nowadays in

Canada — not just in Ontario, but we're

speaking of Ontario. It seems to me that an
attitdue which starts to create less govern-
ment rather than more government is one
which is long overdue, and I suspect that

philosophically the Treasurer is not very far

from agreement with me on such matters.

[3:45]

I think it's important too that we recognize
that the government restraint which the Treas-
urer is somewhat proud of—he mentions a
nine per cent growth and so on—applies only
to the provincial scene. I think it's terribly

important to recognize that government in

general in Ontario has grown considerably
more than that. I point out to you, Mr.

Speaker, and to members of this House, as

well as to the Treasurer, what he already
knows, namely that municipal expenditures
and regional expenditures, including both
school boards and other municipal services,
have continued to increase at a rapid rate

and have placed an enormous burden on the

taxpayers of this province.

During the recent election campaign—
there's one good thing about campaigns,
strenuous and arduous as they may be they
do allow one to get into close contact with
thousands of people in Ontario, and I heard
a message over and over again, and I want
to pass this on to the Treasurer, that people
felt the property taxes they were paying in

many instances had pretty well reached the
limit that they could tolerate.

I found numerous instances, not so much
of very elderly people, but of people of late

middle age, let us say, who found themselves
with a home to keep up, with perhaps a
status of separation or widowhood and in a
situation where the property taxes were
truly bringing them to the point where they
felt they could no longer stay in their own
homes. In fact, I began to hear that from so-
called middle class people as well, who are

beginning to find the property tax burden
really quite enormous and quite crushing.

In regional governments, this tax burden
has been even harder to take and since the

duplication inherent in regional government
has pretty well flown in the face of common
sense and logic of the ordinary citizens of
those areas, these governments are now being
blamed for a lot of the property tax burden.

I accept that not all the burden is due to

regionalization. Nonetheless, I think we have
to think seriously about this matter when we
consider that even per capita spending be-
tween 1970 and 1975 went up only 41 per
cent in non-regionalized municipalities, but
105 per cent in regionalized areas. Of course,
that compares with 73 per cent in Metro
Toronto.

It seems to me, therefore, that it's not

enough to speak of restraint of the provincial

budget. We must look at the overall picture
as far as taxes go in the province of Ontario
in every aspect that's under our jurisdiction,
and that must surely include municipal, re-

gional and school board expenditures.

Mr. Cassidy: You think you are still back
on the hustings, you know.

Mr. Conway: Your campaign is just begin-
ning, Michael.

Mr. S. Smith: The fact is—

Mr. Cassidy: This is the most ridiculous

stuff this House has ever heard.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition has the floor.

Mr. S. Smith: The fact is (that there are

some differences in attitudes between our

party and the party that presently forms the

government of Ontario. One particular differ-

ence is this: we believe that our future can
be best assured-

Mr. Cassidy: You are even sillier than they
are.

Mr. S. Smith: —by pinpointing and target-

ing the small business sector of Ontario. We
recognize that the Treasurer has a commit-
ment and a belief in large-scale industry, in

more corporate concentration, and in so-

called economies of scale which he believes

in the long run can assure the international

competitiveness of Ontario and the prosperity
of one and all in the province.
We believe, however, that hand in hand

with a large business policy there must be a

genuine commitment to small business, to

labour-intensive industry, to the deooncen-
tration of economic and political power and
to the growth of small-town Ontario which
we think in the long run, given the drastic

changes occurring in the energy picture in the

world, will be vital to our future. We think

that, in fact, we have to make a real commit-
ment to small-scale technology, we have to

recognize that many of our tax laws today
put artificial preference on those companies
which can mechanize, those companies which
are capital-intensive and those which are

highly concentrated.

Mr. Cassidy: Now I know why you got no
seats in Metro Toronto.

Mr. S. Smith: It is extremely important
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that we recognize the need for the small
businesses to be able to obtain capital on a

reasonably competitive basis with the large
industry—

Mr. Nixon: You still living on the island?
Are you a Metro member?

Mr. S. Smith: —and it's important for us
to recognize that the future in terms of em-

ployment and quality of life in Ontario lies

in the small towns and in the small bus-
inesses.

It's no favour to Toronto or any other

large municipalitity—and my own riding is in

a large urban municipality, Hamilton West,
of course—it's no favour to those municipali-
ties to create a situation where little exists in

the way of opportunity for the young people
in the north and in the east and in towns of

the west and smaller parts of central Ontario,
so that these young people have no option
but to trek into the larger municipalities, to

crowd these places, to compete for work in

these places, and to create social conditions

which are not in their best interests, nor in

the best interests of Ontario generally. We
have to have a policy of decentralization of

both economic and political power in Ontario

and that means a genuine policy of fostering
the small town's and the small businesses of

Ontario.

Mr. Cassidy: With insulation inspectors in

every block, eh?

Mr. S. Smith: We made a particular sug-

gestion and that is that the jobs could be
created in the small business sector of

Ontario.

Mr. Roy: Tell us about the $4 an hour,

Cassidy. Tell us, eh?

Mr. S. Smith: We made a sugestion that

that could be done—and I hope that the

Treasurer will take this seriously—by giving
a certain incentive to the small business

people by paying a portion of the salaries

of new employees.
This is not a totally heretical notion. I

point out to you, Mr. Speaker, that the

Treasurer himself has put before this House
a program of supplementing the wages of

Ontarians for summer jobs to the tune of

$1 an hour and he feels that this has

created certain jobs. I think he used the

term of 20,000 jobs and we welcome the

fact that some summer jobs have been
created. However, there's no reason to believe

that the same principle could not work for

permanent jobs—new permanent jobs, but

taigeting the small business sector and the

medium-sized business sector in Ontario. We
think that is a constructive suggestion. We

think it can work and we would like to see
it tried.

Mr. McClellan: Tell us about the eight

per cent ceilings.

Mr. S. Smith: We feel, as well, another

suggestion we have made is one which the

Treasurer should consider seriously, although
we accept that it may be more in the Min-
istry of Colleges and Universities. We
believe that it's important to adopt an

apprenticeship program in Ontario much
broader than the one that presently exists.

Without taking the time of this House
in great detail, I do want to point out that

we suggested that employers who wish to

train apprentices could register with the in-

dustrial training branch of the Ministry of

Colleges and Universities. They would estab-
lish and monitor standards for these programs
and applicants would be registered and
directed to potential employers who would
decide themselves which applicants are

acceptable for training. It's kind of a match-
ing service. There would be on-the-job
training and this would deal with not only
the blue-collar trades which are presently
incorporated, but other service, sales and
clerical jobs.

I would point out that this thinking is not

totally foreign to the government, in as much
as the Minister of Colleges and Universities
has commented along similar lines some
time ago, but I am disappointed that we've
seen no genuine action in this regard. We
have seen no real movement forward and
this at a time when so many of our young
people are caught in the gap between school
and the job market.

So many of them come out of school;
they don't have the experience; it's very
difficult for them to find a job. Yet on-the-

job training at a reduced rate of pay while

they actually benefited to the point where
they could become skilled in an area and
have a diploma or a certificate is probably
just the answer for so many of our people.
I remind the House that 73 per cent of

young Ontarians don't go to college or

university and consequently we have to

think of what we're going to do for this

vast bulk of our young people who are

facing a very difficult future today.
We believe, of course, that it's important

to change our manpower guidance and

planning devices. We have to have better

figures. It's simply inexcusable that people
are being encouraged to go into teaching
and nursing when we know very well that

there are positions lacking in these areas.

We believe the government is beginning to
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move but, frankly, far too late. I think the

blame must be taken by all parties in this

regard and by the federal government as

well, but surely now that we see the kind

of trend that we're up against, it's long

past time that we start to tailor the output

of such institutions as teachers' colleges and

so on to the real needs of the job market

and that we start to advise and to guide our

young people in a way that doesn't mislead

them or lure them into areas where there

is really little hope of employment.
We have made suggestions for assisting

the mining industry, which we think is one

of the fundamental sources of genuine
wealth in the province of Ontario. We feel

that the competition between the federal

and the provincial governments regarding

royalties and taxes has been one of the fac-

tors creating doubt in the investment climate

in mining. We feel that far too much in-

vestment is now leaving Ontario and moving
toward Indonesia, Australia and other parts
of the world. We think it's important that

the federal and provincial governments get

together and negotiate a tax ceiling, an agree-
ment that is going to last at least five

years, so that the mining companies have
some idea of where they stand and can
plan their investment accordingly.
We have suggested that the government

should carry out airborne surveys. This was
done in Quebec and it led to a fair amount
of small-scale prospecting, a fair amount of
small-scale development in smaller mining en-
deavours. We think that might have the same
stimulating effect right here. I have told the
House in the past that it used to be that the

prospecting industry, the small mines, the

junior mines and so on, were a real source
of economic activity in the province of On-
tario, particularly in the north. What we find

now is that this has just about dried up. Our
prospectors are leaving. Ontario is no longer
a source of expertise in this area, or—let me
be correct—is rapidly becoming a place that's

no longer a source of expertise.
I think it's important to take steps now to

protect that industry. Along these lines we
have suggested that the Ontario Securities

Commission regulations should be overhauled,
as has been promised for months and months,
and even years, so that junior mines can once
again find investment and carry out their

rightful role in Ontario's economy.
The construction industry: Surely, if there

is any way we can create jobs and create a
social good at the same time it is by stimulat-

ing our construction industry. There can

surely be no argument 'about that. Yet what
is the government doing? Pitifully little. A

very small subsidy of $600 or something to

apartment builders; pitifully little.

I think it's terribly important for us to take

drastic steps now to stimulate building, par-

ticularly of affordable housing but of con-

struction generally. I ask the Treasurer to

explain to himself, and to the rest of us,

why it is that at a time when thousands of

jobs could be created in Toronto by complet-

ing the Ontario Municipal Board hearing and

by getting on with building here in Toronto,

why is it that the OMB has taken off the

entire month of July? To recover from their

break-neck pace of hearing by which, I think,

they met four days of the week and six

hours or so out of the day? What is the need

for a full month's adjournment at this time

when so many people are without work,
when every moment of delay can be counted

in terms of human difficulty not to say human
tragedy.
We believe that the Toronto plan ought to

be proceeded with as quickly as possible and

hope that the government will take the steps

necessary to get the Ontario Municipal Board

functioning as it should. We believe it is

simply ludicrous that in the province of On-
tario subdivision approval has come to be

a lifetime work for so many people. To get

something approved in terms of a subdi-

vision represents a hope in longevity, a cer-

tain faith in the future; and possibly even

a faith in geriatric medicine, because to live

to see these approvals come in is almost a

unique experience. People hardly even want

to build with these approvals. It is some-

thing to be framed, to be enshrined, so rare

is the opportunity to actually live to see one

of these approvals come through.

It is absolutely idiotic. We are all paying

through the nose. There are red tape mech-

anisms and delaying mechanisms in force

throughout Ontario in a way that prevents

affordable housing from being built quickly

and effectively. When you introduce long

waits of this kind you make it impossible

for the little guy.
The little guy can't wait. The big fellow can

wait. He can wait, and when the approval
comes through, he may or may not build,

depending on whether the market is good.

He can wait for the market to turn just a

little more favourable if he so pleases. The
small builder has to take a chance. If you
could give him the approval quickly, he has

to build because he needs the money from

that house to get on with another. That's

what makes a genuine market for people and

gives people the benefit of a decent market.

But people have been insulated, prevented
from benefiting from a genuine market, a
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free market, because the small builder has
no hope. He can't sit and wait; with the
enormous costs involved he can't sit and wait
for the approval process.

Mr. Cassidy: This has all the depth of a

puddle on city hall square.

Mr. S. Smith: We believe it's terribly im-

portant that we set a limit. We have set a
limit of 18 months approval. Every approval
in Ontario must be through in between 12
and 18 months; and it will be automatically

approved in that time unless proof is brought
forward in that time explaining why it can-
not be done.

Mr. Nixon: We are on your side, Mike. We
hope you win.

Mr. Cassidy: Bob, you should have stayed
at the helm you know.

Mr. S. Smith: It is time that we knock a

few heads together, if necessary, so that the

municipalities that are avoiding their share

of affordable housing will recognize that

every municipality has to take its proper
share of affordable housing in the province
of Ontario, and that's something that's long
overdue.

Mr. Cassidy: There goes autonomy once

again; another glib answer from the Leader of

the Opposition.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Fewer inter-

jections.

Mr. S. Smith: The more I hear of the

asinine interventions of the member for Ot-
tawa Centre, the more tempted I am to carry
out my caucus's wish to make a considerable

contribution to his leadership campaign. Ob-

viously no single event could help this party,
or for that matter the party opposite us, any
more than his election and elevation to the

level of leader of that party.

Mr. Conway: Brian Cameron almost took

care of him.

Mr. Breithaupt: We'll give him $4 an hour.

Mr. Conway: Brian Cameron almost fixed

him.

Mr. S. Smith: It's marvellous that the hon.

member for Ottawa Centre belongs to a

party that would stimulate the economy at a

time when restraint is the keynote by offering
a 50 per cent increase in the minimum wage-

Mr. Warner: That's fine for you people.

Mr. S. Smith: —and having that then filter

directly through the entire economy, increas-

ing people's expectations and increasing the

demands made on the economy.

Mr. Cassidy: We were worried about the

cost to your cleaning woman.

Mr. S. Smith: —when it's time for the funda-
mental realization that you can't take more
out of the economy than the economy has to

give you. It's about time we recognized that.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: We believe that other oppor-
tunities exist—and we want to bring these to
the attention of the Treasurer—to create em-
ployment and to create social and economic
good at the same time. In the field of energy
we have suggested two particular measures,
one of which has recently been touched on
by the federal government. We believe that

it's necessary to bring homes in Ontario up
to a proper standard of insulation. We think,

therefore, that there should be some form of
insulation program, be it the one we suggested
during the election campaign or the federal

government's suggestion.

Mr. Cassidy: You mean the compulsory one.

Mr. S. Smith: In any event, there must be
a crash program undertaken immediately in

the field of home insulation. That could create

a lot of work in the small business sector and,
of course, it can save the precious resources

which we ought to be keeping for our own
young people. Furthermore, it can avoid
some of the very large capital spending that

is required if we continue to waste energy at

the rate we do at present.

Along those lines, harking back to my
comments about small-scale technology and
small-town enterprises, let me suggest that

the time has come for us to have small-scale

generation of power and electricity. I hope
the Treasurer will recognize the enormous

savings which can result to the economy of

Ontario if we move in that direction. With
these massive plants which produce electricity,

there is an enormous heat loss—most of the

energy, you can say, is lost to the atmos-

phere or to the surrounding water or sur-

rounding air—whereas, in the smaller scale

developments, in the smaller towns, we can

produce power and utilize the heat that is

so produced in a way that can yield a great

saving in terms of overall energy wastages as

we know them at present. It's time for some
innovative thinking, and I hope that the

Treasurer, who in the past certainly has been

willing to undertake new ideas, will recognize
that this is an opportunity for us to move
together in a new direction for Ontario.

In addition to an insulation program, I

want to ask that this House consider the

creation of a large solar energy industry in

Ontario. Ontario has the brains; unfortunately,

we have been exporting the better jobs to the

United States, both in the auto industry, as

the Treasurer noted today, and in other in-
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dustries, where the mother company in the

United States tends to do the development
and the research, and we here tend1 to be

assemblers, marketers and so on. I think it's

terribly important that we really put an in-

vestment and a genuine faith in our young
people in Ontario and create an innovative

forward-looking industry that eventually can

serve the world. If we don't do that now, we
will end up as clients of those countries that

are currently developing their solar energy
and other renewable energy capacities. We
will end up importing the technology from

those places.
We have an opportunity to use our highly

educated population, most of whom are either

unemployed or under-employed. We have an

opportunity to create in this province a real

step forward1

,
a real faith in the future, real

faith in our own young people, and I suggest

that we ought to encourage the development
of a solar energy industry. One of the ways
to encourage that development is to see to it

that every provincial building, as quickly as

is feasible, will introduce into itself some
form of solar energy or solar heating, be it

space heating, water heating or whatever.

The more we do that, the more we give our

fledgling solar energy industry an opportunity

to experiment, an opportunity to improve its

production methods, an opportunity to de-

velop expertise and production efficiency, and

eventually with the longer production runs

we can be competitive with other parts of the

world.

I have faith. There were many people who
felt Canada could never compete in atomic

energy with the United States, that great

giant to our south, and yet we did, and
now we produce probably the best reactor

in the world. I tell you that if we put the

same faith into solar energy or other non-

renewable energy and into young Ontario,

into intelligent Ontario, I believe we can
have a solar energy industry here so that

we will be ready. Manufacturing is not the

way of the future anymore. Manufacturing
has been the way in which Ontario has

created jobs and most of the jobs here over

the entire history of this country, but manu-

facturing in the long run will not be able to

be internationally competitive without being
highly mechanized. Yet we have to create

jobs for people, not just machines. We have
to be thinking in terms of higher technology.

Mr. Cassidy: In the long run you'd be
dead, thank God.

Mr, S. Smith: We have to be thinking in

terms of the computer age, in terms of the

age of renewable energy. The time has

come, therefore, to really put an investment

into the solar energy industry. I believe

Ontario can do it. We have the resources, we
have the people, we need to have the de-

termination to do it. In the provincial gov-
ernment we have the opportunity to give

leadership by adopting solar energy devices

in our buildings as rapidly as possible so

as to give genuine encouragement to those

who are presently in the forefront of solar

energy.

I'm going to draw my remarks to a close

now, Mr. Speaker. I want simply to say that

we believe there is room for more restraint

in government. We believe that as easily as

the Treasurer could simply slough off $133
million in terms of telling Management Board
to tighten up, there are probably many,
many other instances in which this restraint

could be adopted and taken much farther.

We point out that there are accounting
methods which I've suggested. Zero based

budgeting. A different attitude toward year-
end budgeting. We suggested sunset laws for

government programs. We've suggested

ways in which genuine savings can be adopt-
ed and created for the people of Ontario.

We have recommended that jobs be created

and actually I think, frankly, that not all the

good ideas are sitting over in the Treasury
benches. I think some good ideas are here

and some good ideas are in the New
Democratic Party-

Mr. Conway: Never.

Mr. S. Smith: —and I think that a select

committee of the kind that I recommended
for job creation could sit over the summer
with great benefit to all Ontarians, and

frankly it's worth the investment to try that.

I hope seriously that the Treasurer and the

Premier will reconsider their refusal of

what I've put forward not as a political

gimmick but as a meaningful idea and an
offer of consultation in the public interest.

I feel we have to recognize the need to

encourage small business, to encourage ap-

prenticeship, proper manpower planning and

guidance. I feel it's important that we en-

courage our mining industry, that we get the

OMB moving and get rid of all the kind of

red tape that prevents subdivision approvals
so that our construction industry can get

moving, and I've suggested some innovative

ways in which we can stimulate our economy
via energy production and various industrial

aspects related to energy.
That has been put forward in this House,

Mr. Speaker, as our effort to be constructive

rather than critical, to be helpful rather than

carpy, and I hope that our remarks will be
taken in that sense, and I hope that we



JUNE 28, 1977 83

will have the benefit of some positive and
reasonable response from the Treasurer and
from his colleagues.

I trust minority government can be made
to work well this time, as the people have
asked us to do. I trust we can depoliticize
it to a reasonable extent without, of course,

losing the reasonable parliamentary preroga-
tive. I trust also that the people of Ontario
will be well served and will be proud of the

actions we take here.

But we mustn't waste the summer. We
mustn't waste time. We mustn't pretend
there isn't a problem when there is one, and
I hope therefore my remarks can be taken

in the constructive manner in which they
are intended.

Mr. Speaker: Just before we recognize the

next speaker, I should inform the House that,

pursuant to standing order 28 and pro-
visional order four, the member for Hamil-
ton East (Mr. Mackenzie) has given notice
that he is dissatisfied with the answer given
by the Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson)
concerning the minimum wage. This matter
will be debated at 10:30 this evening.

I should also point out that there is a

slight irregularity here, 'and I accept the re-

sponsibility for this. I was notified in writ-

ing — the member should have notified us

verbally. But I am partly to blame for that

so 1 accept that and I think we should allow
the hon. member to make his point at 10:30
this evening.

In future, of course, we should bear in

mind that our new provisional order says
verbal notice of the intent to raise a matter
in debate immediately at the end of the

question period should be given.
I will now recognize the member for

Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Conway: The new Ed Broadbent.

Cassidy for leader.

Mr. Roy: Where's the striped suit?
,

Mr. Cassidy: That has been put in moth-
balls for the summer, as a matter of fact.

Mr. MacDonald: I thought you were going
to have a constructive approach-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This has been
a very orderly debate up to now. I think it

should continue with fewer interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the budget has

already been debated in this House and I

have worn my striped suit for that particular
occasion. It has been discussed exhaustively

during the election campaign which ended
two and a half weeks ago. To consider the

Treasurer's proposals yet again in this Legis-

lature, therefore, fills me with a sense of

futility and frustration — frustration because
the Treasurer's statement yesterday demon-
strated that despite the Conservative Party's
failure to win its coveted majority in this

opportunistic election it has neither learned

anything nor forgotten anything as a result

of its contact with the electorate; futility,

because the Treasurer has rushed back to

this House with a mixture as before.
He still somehow believes all is right with

Ontario despite the very serious evidence to

the contrary. He promises that should they
be required, supplementary actions may be

forthcoming to stimulate the economy in

selective areas. This budget debate will go
on until December, and we will pursue this

Treasurer for those actions which are so

urgently required. But I confess I have little

faith that he will respond.

Yesterday's budget statement is as full of

misrepresentation as the Treasurer's original

budget, no more than eight weeks ago. Can
I say now that the 1977 budget is a "sound
and effective fiscal and economic plan of

action" to quote the Treasurer's words? The
Treasurer's figures are as misleading as eight
weeks ago. His claim to have created 88,000
jobs since December is absolute nonsense.
The real comparison is between May of this

year and May of 1976. In that 12-month

period Ontario needed to create 125,000
jobs just to stay where we were. The Treas-
urer promised 116,000 and delivered 79,000.

What is significant is that a number of the

charges that we raised eight weeks ago are

now acknowledged by the Treasurer. The
NDP told the House that Darcy McKeough's
revenue estimates were phoney. He now
agrees, and has cut them back sharply. We
warned that his estimates of unemployment
were too low. He now agrees and has raised

the forecast unemployment rate to 6.7 per
cent for 1977. During the campaign we said

the Conservative promise of 100,000 new
jobs a year in the charter for Ontario was

phoney, and Darcy McKeough agrees with
that. Despite his supposed success in the first

five months he is forecasting only 88,000
new jobs for all of 1977. The charter's prom-
ise of 90,000 housing units a year is also

ignored. The Treasurer is forecasting only

80,000 units will be built this year.

Mr. Conway: Not too many to listen to

you.

Mr. Cassidy: Is there any sign that the

Conservatives will learn from their experi-

ences? All the evidence is no. This week's

budget statement contains as little evidence

of long term industrial strategy to get our

economy on to a firm footing as the budget
of eight weeks ago. If the government has
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any plans to create the jobs Ontario needs
over the next 10 years, beyond a blind reli-

ance on the private sector, they are still

well concealedl

Mr% Conway: Mike, I wish you would talk

slower.

Mr. Cassidy: On one front ideology has

gained ground over the practical needs of

Ontario. The 1977 budget spoke of achiev-

ing a capacity to balance the budget by 1981.
The Treasurer now says he looks forward to

a balanced budget by 1981 regardless of

whether or not this will be appropriate to

Ontario's economic and social needs. The
balanced budget was another promise in

the charter for Ontario and it has no more

credibility than the rest of that document.
I oan't help feeling rather bitter about

this rather unnecessary election campaign
these past few weeks.

Mr. Conway: What about your non-confi-
dence motion?

Mr. Cassidy: We lost eight critical weeks
when we could have been out working new
approaches for the economy.

Mr. Conway: What about your non-confi-

dence motion?

Mr. Cassidy: New approaches to ensure

young people and adult workers the jobs that

they so desperately require.

Mr. Conway: What about your non-confi-
dence motion?

Mr. Cassidy: The civil service has been
paralyzed for a much longer period of time

waiting for the election, waiting for the elec-
tion to end, and then waiting for new in-

structions from the government.

[4:15]

Mr. Conway: You wanted the election
more than they did.

Mr. Cassidy: All of the evidence is that

they spent most of their time costing NDP
programs and then being repudiated by the
Treasurer.

Mr. Conway: Where do you stand on
nationalization?

Mr. Cassidy: We frittered away the
chance for new approaches. All we got was
a document with a glossy new cover.
One day after the election, in my riding

office no less than five adult men came to

me, one after another, men who were nor-

mally secure breadwinners with years of

experience in their trade. Four were un-

employed, the fifthl was working out a con-
tract and had no further jobs after next
month.
One of my visitors was an immigrant from

Jamaica, a proud family man who had

worked hard and contributed a lot to Can-
ada in the seven or eight years since he had
moved here. He recently moved his family
of four children from a two-bedroom apart-
ment to a newly bought home. This winter,
the debts piled up. But as a roofer he knew
that every spring he would be able to pay
off what he owed. In mid-June, at the

height of the roofing season, this man came
to see me because he was unemployed.

That's the reality that Darcy McKeough
and the Conservative government will not
face. It breaks my heart after the election

to say to people such as this fellow: "I

am sorry, but the Conservatives have spoken
and have decided that you are just statis-

tics and not really worthy of any concern."

That's the approach they are taking.
So far as I can see, there was no mean-

ingful economic strategy offered by the

Conservatives during the course of this

election campaign. What substituted for

strategy was a vicious campaign of anti-

socialist diatribe such as Ontario has not

seen for 30 years.
The campaign promises and threats that

were put forward by Conservative candi-

dates from their leader on down-
Mr. Laughren: It was worthy of their

leader.

Mr. Cassidy: —were, to put it mildly, de-

ceptive. When a candidate like John Turner,
who has left now, told the people of Peter-

borough that they should vote PC to stop
the layoffs in that city, the Tory promises
were nothing short of lies. One wonders if

the result in that riding would have been
the same had the people of Peterborough
known that days after the election Out-
board Marine would be closing a plant,

putting 450 people out of work.
Is there a response from the Conservatives

to the continuing deindustrialization of our

manufacturing sector—or from the Liberals

for that matter? We will look forward with
interest to see whether the member for

Peterborough (Mr. Turner) has any response,
or Mickey Hennessy, the new member for

Port Arthur-

Mr. Laughren: Forget it.

Mr. Hennessy: Fort William, my friend.

Mr. Cassidy: —or the new member for

Timiskaming (Mr. Havrot). The fact is that

these new members will change nothing.

Mr. Conway: Where do you stand on
nationalization? Tell us about nationaliza-

tion. Where do you stand?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: I gather though that the
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member for Renfrew North has learned

nothing and forgotten nothing from this

campaign as well.

Mr. Conway: Where do you stand, right
here and now?

Mr. Cassidy: I doubt if any of the new
Tory MPPs have a contribution to make and

certainly there are none who have entered
the House with the stature that we thought
was possessed by the Minister of Labour (B.

Stephenson) or the Attorney General (Mr.

McMurtry) before they entered politics and

proved they had feet of clay.

Mr. Nixon: What do you know about
stature?

Mr. Cassidy: The one achievement that

these new backbenchers have is that they
have temporarily brought to an end the

strong creative and constructive contribu-

tion to the future of Ontario and the future

of their ridings that was being made and—

Mr. Nixon: What kind of a comment is

that? What kind of a judge are you? De-
scended from some mountainP

Mr. Cassidy: —was the mark of such

members as Gillian Sandeman, Iain Angus,
Bob Bain, Bill Ferrier, Doug Moffatt and
Dr.i Charles Godfrey.

Mr. Roy: Are you challenging the elec-

torate?

Mr. Conway: Are! you bitter?

Mr. Cassidy: As a matter of fact, I am.

The electorate is going to rue the day that

those members left the House and they cer-

tainly won't welcome the contribution that

the new members from those particular

ridings have to offer.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: You are going to punish us

by speaking.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the Treasurer

suffers—

Mr. Peterson: When you get down to

specifics, you may be right, but it is an

arrogant thing to say.

Mr. Cassidy: —from such a divinely arro-

gant sense of self-assurance that perhaps he
doesn't even sense how reluctantly he and
his colleagues have been returned to office.

Back in February the Conservative Party
had a 15 per cent lead on the official oppo-
sition and a commanding chance at a ma-

jority. They blew it for reasons which we
think are predictable.

Mr. Conway: More than you do.

Mr. Cassidy: Quite simply, this is a gov-
ernment which is old and tired and arrogant

and which has run out of juice and run out
of ideas.

Mr. Nixon: Now Hennessy is here they are

not out of juice.

Mr. Cassidy: Neither Darcy McKeough nor
the other ministers around the Premier are

capable of providing the innovative economic

leadership which this province needs—
Hon. Mr. Kerr: Who wrote that for you?
Mr. Cassidy: I did—and that fact is re-

affirmed in every word of the Treasurer's

statement yesterday.

Mr. Conway: He sent 2,000 copies out to

the delegates.

iMr. MacDona'd: He writes his own.

Mr. Conway: What's the cost of these?

Mr. Cassidy: I don't know how many mil-

lions of dollars we've spent in the last eight
weeks waiting for the Treasurer to come up
with that particular document which was
written for him by the people in the Treas-

ury and, frankly, it wasn't worth the paper
it was written on. The central economic issue

that we have to resolve this year is the

question of jobs. That is what I want to

talk about today, although I will have a few
words to add on the question of national

unity.

Mr. Conway: Just a few. Oh.

Mr. Cassidy: After the strong but construc-

tive criticism which we delivered to the

Treasurer two months 'ago I was very de-

pressed to hear the old shibboleths come
back and to see no effort whatever devoted
to rectifying the glaring mistakes of the April

budget.

Mr. Nixon: You are doomed to be frus-

trated.

Mr. Cassidy: Our employment problem has

become chronic. I am sure the former Leader
of ths Opposition knows about that.

Three hundred thousand people are out

of work. There are no prospects for im-

provement and no meaningful response from
the government.

Mr. Nixon: I am further up the road than

you, buddy.

Mr. Cassidy: Do the Treasurer and the

government of Ontario still believe it is neces-

sary for Ontario to have a full employment
target of 5.3 per cent and a permanent army
of more than 200,000 unemployed1? Evidently,
the answer is yes, because there has been
no re-evaluation in the Treasurer's statement.

I guess the answer from the Liberal Party is

also yes, became there was no re-evaluation

in the Liberal leader's statement, either. Do
they still believe it's only workers in the
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primary labour force, that is males from 25 to

55, whose job requirements really need to

be satisfied?

Mr. Roy: I have had it. He is too much.
His own party won't listen to him.

Mr. Nixon: First the NDP, now the Liberals

are starting to leave.

Mr. Cassidy: The same answer applies and

the same answer seems to apply from the

Liberals, because they had nothing to con-

tribute on that particular front, either.

Mr. Conway: Michael, where are the

caucus members who are supposed to be

following your leadership speech?

Mr. Cassidy: Does the government still

believe that women of all ages, as well as

young workers and those over 55 are mem-
bers of the secondary labour force, second-

ary earners, second-class citizens—people one

can afford to leave in dead-end jobs, on the

dole or in minimum-wage jobs? Is the On-

tario government really moving from quiet

discrimination to blatant sexism in its atti-

tude towards working women? Once again,

the answer is yes. This issue was raised

clearly and repeatedly during the budget de-

bate and on the hustings and there has been

no repudiation by the Treasurer or by the

government.

Mr. Conway: Did your mother want you
to be a concert pianist, too?

Mr. Cassidy: Does the Ontario government
still believe the creation of 20,000 summer

jobs lasting 12 weeks is an adequate answer

to our problems of youth unemployment?
There's no question—it does. No other new
programs have been offered. When you
divide the 250,000 weeks of subsidized em-

ployment that may be created by the sum-
mer job programs among 140,000 young
people who are out of full-time work before
the summer vacation brought students on to

the job market, you get a magnificent aver-

age of two weeks of work for everyone for

the remaining 50 weeks of the year, at which
time I gather they are on their own.

As for the claim by the Youth Secretariat,
Mr. Jones, that more than half of these jobs
would go on to become full time—that is

at best conjecture. No substantive evidence
has been offered for that claim and we know
from experience with the Tories there never
will be, it never comes, they never have any
to offer.

We strongly suspect the government is

simply subsidizing jobs that would otherwise
have been filled anyway. We will have more
to say on that when the bill comes forward
on the Ontario youth employment program.

Mr. Conway: Now to national unity.

Mr. Cassidy: Does the Ontario govern-
ment still believe tax handouts to large

corporations are the best ways of getting
our economy moving? Obviously it does, be-

cause of all the alternatives that were put
forward during the election campaign and
before—even from PC candidates—there's

nary a breath in the Treasurer's statement.

For all those words uttered by the Liberal

leader about small being beautiful there isn't

a word to repudiate that particular set of

300 handouts to big business that is being
offered by the Treasurer and will be sup-

ported by the Liberal party when we come
down to it in the Legislature.

We live in hope. There is still time for

the Treasurer to take effective action in the

fall, even though action last spring and
before would have had far more effect. On
behalf of the NDP, I urge the Treasurer and
the government to review very carefully the

constructive proposals we have made and
others in this House and in this province
have made.

I urge the government and the Treasurer
not to be locked in by ideology when what
is at stake is our economic future. Above
all, I urge the government to get away
from rhetoric and to get down to some
real action. During the campaign the Premier

kept on threatening that the NDP would
turn Ontario into an industrial wasteland,

accusing us of having no positive policies tc

offer in the economic sphere. Mr. Speaker,
you know that's rubbish and so do the other

members in the Legislature.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: We now have the highest
rate of unemployment since the Second World
War; we are something close to an industrial

wasteland—and that's under the Tories.

When close to 200,000 young people are

leaving universities and high schools and

looking for full-time work this summer and
the increase in unemployment over the past
year has been 46,000 people—that's catas-

trophic, and that's happened under the

Tories. It reflects terribly on the management
of Ontario's economy, when more and more

young people are under-employed or un-

employed.
When their skills and talents and educa-

tion and commitment are going to waste,
when their legitimate hopes of a productive
career are slipping away, how can the Treas-

urer be satisfied with a budget that will

create all of 250 full-time jobs for young
workers? How can he be satisfied with a

budget that bad mouths women workers and
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bad mouths young workers rather than pro-
viding constructive opportunities for them?
When there are concrete signs from every

manufacturing centre in the province that

we were actually losing jobs rather than

gaining them, then the whole general strategy
that the Treasurer has put forward comes
under serious doubt.

Make no mistake, manufacturing employ-
ment is down in Niagara over the past few

years. In Hamilton there were 55,000 manu-

facturing jobs in 1966 and there are 1,400
fewer jobs there today. In the Barrie-Mid-

l'and area manufacturing jobs are down from

4,874 three years ago to around 4,000 jobs

today. The other day there were 450 jobs
lost in the Peterborough area. The de-

industrialization of the province is taking

place at a rapid pace under the Tories and
there are no effective answers or strategies
to stop it.

The centre-piece of the government's

strategy has been to curb spending and bor-

rowing and make room for the private sector

to grow. The Treasurer keeps arguing that

only in manufacturing are there productive

jobs that will guarantee the long-term future

of our province. At least that's what they do

publicly. When you get right down to it,

however, the Tories have lost faith in their

own capacity to achieve the goal they've pro-

claimed, and even the Treasurer, even Mr.

McKeough, no longer assumes this will

happen.
Last year under this minister, the Treasury

issued a document entitled A Long-Term
Projection of Ontario's Industrial Develop-
ment Pattern. It showed that in 1961 manu-

facturing employed 30.7 per cent of Ontario's

labour force. By the mid-1970s, this had
fallen to 25 per cent. Despite the Treasurer's

rhetoric, which is ample, his department pre-
dicts that by 1985 only 20 per cent of pro-
vincial employment will be in the manu-

facturing sector, and by 1995 the proportion
will be down to 16 per cent.

Mr. Warner: That's true.

Mr. Cassidy: It all adds up to virtually no

employment growth over the next two
decades in manufacturing. Where will the

jobs come from? The Treasury itself is

assuming many of these new jobs will be in

the government sector.

These trends have also been discerned by
the Ontario Economic Council, which esti-

mated there will be almost no increase in the

1.4 million jobs that now exist in resource

industries, in manufacturing and in construc-

tion over the next 10 years. The Economic
Council says all of the one million jobs that

are the least that will be needed over the

next decade will have to be found either in

the service industries or in the government
sector. Where then, Darcy McKeough, is

your strategy?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I'd

like to remind the member for Ottawa Centre
that it's the tradition of this House not to

call members by names but by riding or

position. I noted on a number of occasions

he's been using surname and given name
and I wish he'd refrain from that.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Nixon: Landmark ruling.

Mr. Cassidy: The point is well taken, Mr.

Speaker. I merely have to say that I assume
a certain familiarity in the hopes of somehow
finding some soft spot in the carapace of

the Treasurer-

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: —some way in which I can

get through to him to make him understand
what the problem of uneniployment is in the

province, how many people out there, adult

workers, young workers, women workers,
workers of all ages and stations are suffering
from his misguided economic policies-

Mr. Conway: Defeated NDP members.

Mr. Cassidy: —and if it takes calling him
by his first name or his last name or his

nickname or anything else, Mr. Speaker, I'll

do it if it's going to have some kind of an
effect.

Mr. Kerrio: Show a little class.

Mr. Conway: Throw him out for con-

tempt.

Mr. Cassidy: It's worth noting in passing
that the figure of 100,00 jobs a year which
the government plucked from a hat for the

charter for Ontario-

Mr. Conway: Stephen will need a second
stall.

Mr. Cassidy: —is by itself a cruel decep-
tion. Without going into all of the details,

the government's own target for job creation

would mean the unemployment rate will

exceed seven per cent for the next 10 years.

We say that isn't good enough for Ontario.

We believe equally that it's not good enough
for Ontario simply to sit back and to accept
a further weakening of an industrial sector

that is both incomplete and vulnerable. We
believe that to sit idly by while the work
force in manufacturing actually declines

would! be to irreparably damage our future

as a prosperous industrial province. We be-

lieve the sole strategy being proposed in the

budget of tax concessions to manufacturing
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investment is a badly designed and wasteful

handout that is so ineffective that a Con-

servative government has yet to show that it

creates one single new job.

We're not talking about peanuts either,

because the total of the Conservative gov-
ernment's tax concessions to industry amounts

to $160 million annually just for the

machinery sales tax exemption, along with

$84 million in the continuation of the fast

write-off on machinery and plant investment,

plus another $25 million or so in income tax

concessions which are directed to large in-

vestors. We say this money can be far better

spent. We said that during the budget, we
said it during the election campaign, and we
say it again now.

Let me start with those tax concessions.

We discussed them at length in the budget
debate and I don't intend to talk about them
at length right now. If I can sum up our

position, however, in one quote from the

C. D. Howe Research Institute, and they're

certainly no raving socialists, they said: "In

a stagnant economy or one fraught with un-

certainties"—and that sure describes what we
have right now—"any positive impact from
further tax concessions is likely to be quite
limited."

[4:30]

With manufacturing running at only 80

per cent of capacity, sales are not strong

enough to spur investment and the tax con-

cessions offered by the Treasurer are nothing
but corporate welfare.

One other argument has been offered in

order to justify introducing machinery tax

concessions. That is, if Ontario doesn't move
at once, we will lose manufacturing invest-

ment to competitive neighbouring states that

do offer this incentive to industry. Is the

situation really that serious? The Treasurer

is being misleading. I don't think the facts

bear his argument out at all. Our neigh-
bours have been offering sales tax exemp-
tions to industry on machinery long before

they were considered here and the competi-
tive impact in Ontario was never a problem
in the past. In fact, it never became a prob-
lem until the elections were nigh and the

Treasurer decided something had to be done.

Mr. Conway: Here comes the other half

of the leadership team.

Mr. Cassidy: Specifically, New York has

given this concession since 1965, Michigan
since 1933, Pennsylvania since 1961 and
Ohio for the past 10 years. Minnesota and

Illinois, which are in direct competition with
those particular states, don't find it necessary
to give a comparable concession and neither

has Ontario in the past. What is really at

stake in our competitiveness with neighbour-

ing American jurisdictions is not one tax

concession but a whole mix of strategies

that affect where industry decides to locate

and to expand. That's what we've been try-

ing to talk about over the past few months,
and in the election campaign, and that's what
neither Darcy McKeough or his government
has been able to understand.

Mr. Conway: Let's give Deans equal time.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to reiterate some of

the ideas that I put forward in the budget
debate two months ago about the need for

industrial strategy for Ontario. We in the

NDP are putting more and more emphasis
on the need for Ontario to develop its own
domestic market, which now consumes some
$20 billion worth of imports every year. It's

the market where Ontario industry has got
the greatest natural advantage but, some-

times, it seems the biggest handicap Ontario

industry is suffering is the failure of vision

and direction on the part of the government
at Queen's Park.

In the budget debate I talked about the

desperate desire of businessmen in many
industrial sectors to have closer co-operation
from this government and the recognition of

their desire to expand in order to meet
domestic as well1 as foreign needs.

Mr. Kerrio: How do you get to talk to a

businessman?

Mr. Cassidy: We recommended a "Buy
Canadian" policy and the use of joint ven-

tures in certain circumstances in order to

provide a large domestic market that would

encourage more efficient production and

encourage the economics of scale in Ontario

industry.

Just recently, the consulting engineers of

Ontario were making very much these points
in a brief to the Ontario cabinet. Ontario's

own purchasing power is important and

should be used, but we have naively played
the role of international boy scouts without

realizing that, like it or not, most other

jurisdictions use the influence and buying
power they possess to encourage local in-

dustry.

If we can create a strong domestic market,

we help our industries grow to the point
where they can compete abroad as well as

at home. The evidence in sector after sector

is that import penetration has badly shaken

the confidence of Ontario industry and has

hurt us both at home and abroad. There are

important structural problems that prevent
Ontario industry from serving our own
domestic market and we need direct action

by government in order to remove these

blockages if we want to build new and per-
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manent manufacturing jobs in Ontario. That,

as I say, is the bottom line.

Ontario needs a direct approach to prod-

uctivity innovation that would help Ontario

firms get in on the ground floor in the sourc-

ing of new technology. The Ontario govern-
ment should start using its capacity to lobby

business and other governments to ensure

Ontario gets an equitable proportion of new

productive activity in relation to the size of

our market. We're being taken to the clean-

ers right now, particularly in the automo-

bile trade, because of our failure to fight, at

the political level as well as at the industrial

level, for new jobs.

Direct efforts can and must be made fa

order to ensure Ontario industries have the

chance to provide components that are now

imported from the United States or abroad.

We must ensure that development work is

shared with Ontario, too, rather than being
concentrated in the parent companies in

another country, and that our own manu-
facturers can plug into the chain of pro-

duction in order to reach the market that

exists. We must be aware of the danger of

being reduced to doing nothing but assem-

bling end products and marketing them from

components, technology and research that is

imported^ from elsewhere.

Co-operation with government and indus-

try, the training of skilled workers, better

management and more inplant training are

all required if we are going to improve our

productivity. We've got to learn to utilize

our capital a hell of a lot more productively
than we do right now.

Mr. Conway: Let's give Deans equal time.

Mr. Cassidy: Our apprenticeship programs
need expanding to the point where they are

open to every young person entering the work
world. We also need to train competent, well-

established working people for high-skill oc-

cupations that are too often filled by immi-

gration, rather than by developing our own
talent.

The government's proposals this year for

small business are quite ludicrous and the

venture investment corporations in particular

are almost entirely inappropriate because they

rely so heavily on big business financing,

rather than giving smaller entrepreneurs the

chance to pull themselves up by their own

bootstraps.

Mr. Conway: Is the NDP going to solicit

funds from those corporations? Not a bad

idea.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, all of these

points bear directly on the automobile indus-

try, the key industry in Ontario and its largest

single employer. The Treasurer quite proudly

told us yesterday that automobile assembly is

up by 20 per cent, as are the exports of auto

parts. What he did not tell us is that our
auto parts deficit continues to be catastrophic.

Ontario's production of automobile parts

has declined from 90 per cent of our con-

sumption in 1972 to somewhere around 50
cent today. The federal report that was pub-
lished this week confirms just how much
Canada is getting the short end of the stick

under the auto pact. The effects, I remind

the House, are felt almost wholly here in

Ontario.

It isn't just that we have a deficit in our

automobile trade with the US. It is that that

deficit is particularly strong in the automobile

parts sector. The changing structure of the

American industry, according to the fedleral

report, is likely to make the imbalance in the

Canadian industry even worse in the future.

Employment in the industry in Canada is not

keeping pace with the growth in the number
of production of units as it is in the United

States. Although the automobile companies
find it profitable to operate in Canada, they

are being run in a semi-colonial fashion.

I find it very hard to accept that 75 per

cent of the production workers in the industry
in Canada are unskilled and only two per
cent are skilled, whereas the proportion in

tiie US is less than half of the workers

unskilled and eight per cent wholely skilled.

The report to the federal government esti-

mates that Canadian companies have con-

tributed at least $230 million annually to the

research and development accounts of their

parent corporations over the past six years.

And those are high-level, productive, innova-

tive jobs that should be here in Ontario rather

than exported to Pennsylvania, to Michigan

and to other parts of the United States.

Mr. Conway: Should we nationalize?

Mr. Cassidy: The reports indicate that in

the early 1970s the Canadian companies-

Mr. Conway: What do you think? Should

we nationalize it or not?

Mr. Cassidy: In the early 1970s the Cana-

dian companies spent $1 billion less on tools

and capital equipment than they accrued in

depreciation and in amortization.

Mr. Conway: Better you tell me than Fraser

Kelly.

Mr. Cassidy: In other words, not all of the

fiscal incentives in the world of Darcy Mc-

Keough proved to be enough to offset the

automobile companies' determination to ex-

ploit Canada.

Mr. Nixon: You will have to edit this

before it goes out.
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Mr. Cassidy: This happened!, I might
remind the House, under the aegis of a

Liberal government up in Ottawa and I have

yet to hear a single word from the Liberal

Party in Ontario showing any concern or

understanding about the serious situation with

the automobile industry and the failure of the

government to respond.

Interjections.

Mr. Conway: Speaking of leadership con-

ventions.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Once they start to respond on

that issue, Mr. Speaker, then they can be

justified to intervene in this House when I

am speaking.
Unless the Ontario government begins to

use every means possible to lead, to direct

both industry and government and! our Ameri-

can neighbours, this chronic weakness of this

keystone industry is doomed to continue. We
are talking a lot of jobs. We are talking 30,000
to 40,000 jobs in the automobile parts in-

dustry which are now being lost because of

the failure of Ontario to get its fair share of

production in that particular industry. If those

jobs existed, another 30,000 or 40,000 jobs

would be created through the multiplier

effect, but under the Tories we are losing

jobs in this area rather than gaining them.

Mr. Conway: Your father ran in the Liberal

race.

Mr. Cassidy: These are some of the ele-

ments which we anticipate in an industrial

strategy for Ontario. Over the coming months
we will be elaborating our thinking in these

areas. I trust the House senses that we, unlike

the Liberals, are serious in this particular
direction and how that contrasts as well with

the essentially superficial approach the Treas-

urer has taken.

I trust the House also understands how
tenaciously we in the NDP have stuck to our

guns on this issue of industrial strategy and
on our whole economic program through the

spring and through the summer.

Mr. Conway: What about nationalization?

Mr. Cassidy: We will continue to do so

over the coming months and particularly in

this minority situation we look for a genuine
response from the government.

There is a contrast, and it lies with the

policies being advocated by the Liberal

Party. I don't think I have ever seen the

Liberals as irresponsible in their use of

figures or economic programs as over the past
few months. When the finance critic two
months ago said we advocate tax cuts and
new programs, I simply stopped when his

total came to over the $1 billion mark. It

interests me that not a single word of what
he said during his budget debate had the

remotest amount of influence on his leader

during the Liberal election campaign. What
eime out instead were three of the silliest

proposals that have ever been advanced in

Ontario.

Mr. Conway: Where do you stand with

your leader on nationalization?

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Renfrew
North is provoked. Dear me! What was the

vision of the member for Renfrew North
and his colleagues going up and down every
street and byway in the province, along with

the insulation inspectors, who would be

haunting the streets of the province to make
sure that homeowners had installed their

compulsory home insulation by the dead-

line? The Liberals wanted to spend $3
billion or $4 billion on this particular pro-

gram-
Mr. Conway: Should we nationalize the

forest industry?

Mr. Cassidy: —and absolutely everybody
was going to come under the Liberal gun to

make sure they did it on time. That was

quite some step for the party, which has so

long trumpeted the cause of individualism.

The second simplistic scheme of the Lead-

er of the Opposition was that for a mere

$200 million from the public purse the Lib-

eral Party would create 100,000 jobs in the

small business sector. The money, like the

jobs, will come out of thin air. Unlike the

NDP, the Liberals have never said what

spending or payments they would cut in

order to pay for their programs.

Mr. Kerrio: That's the kindest thing you
have said.

Mr. Cassidy: When you think how lovingly

every nickel that was added to the minimum

wage by the NDP was dissected by the press

across the province, it makes me smile rather

wryly to think that not once did the jour-

nalists who accompanied the leader of the

Liberal Party force him to come up with

specifics on this program.

Mr. Conway: Now he's against journalists.

Mr. Cassidy: Would there be 100,000
more new jobs in 1978? Would the wage
subsidies end after one year, after two years
or after three years? If it was really three

years, as he said, then where did he intend

to get $600 million when the only spending
cut the Liberals have ever been able to

suggest is $5 million from Minaki Lodge
and a couple of hundred thousand dollars

from the superministries.
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Mr. Conway: I hear Iain Angus is the new
caretaker.

Mr. Cassidy: Moreover, just who were all

those small businessmen standing in line to

benefit from the wage subsidy? Isn't their

problem really that there's nobody to buy
their products? Isn't it demand that we're

lacking in Ontario? Frankly, I think Liberal

economics suffer from a complete misunder-

standing of the economic situation of the

province right now.
The third piece of silliness was the pledge

of the Liberal leader not to increase any
tax or charge by the Ontario government
by more than eight per cent and to extend
this principle to the municipal level as well.

This proposal is as fatuous as it is hypo-
critical.

Mr. Conway: Let's nationalize the member
for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: If the Liberals intend to be

responsible about it, then starting this week
when we consider the tobacco tax, they will

say precisely what other tax they will raise

to offset every penny of revenue they have
lost by adhering to the eight per cent limit.

Mr. Nixon: I presume you are supporting
the Tories.

Mr. Conway: Where do we send the con-
tributions to your campaign?
Mr. Cassidy: Moreover, when we come to

debate the increase in unconditional grants
to municipalities, they will say exactly what
programs municipalities should cut in then-
own spending, and through school boards,
in order to keep their tax increases below the

eight per cent limit. We accepted when we
were the official opposition, and we accept
now, the discipline of ensuring that every
political promise is matched by a promise
to pay and a clear indication of where the

money would come from.

Mr. Conway: How much will nationaliza-
tion cost?

Mr. Cassidy: The Liberal Party should
start accepting that discipline, as well, in-

stead of indulging in all this hyperbolic non-
sense-

Mr. Conway: How about $4 an hour?

Mr. Cassidy: —in particular, the nonsense

coming from the member for Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: How about nationalizing the
forest industry? What's that going to cost?

Mr. Cassidy: As a matter of fact, if the

Liberal critic had been listening, the NDP
proposed very specifically that private indus-

try should be doing its share in order to

ensure that they stop raping our forests and

that they replant the trees that they are

cutting because, right now, under the public
direction being given by the Tory govern-
ment of Ontario, we are exploiting our for-

ests in a way that we will never be able to

replace.

Mr. Conway: The rape of the log.

Mr. Cassidy: I would like to stop here for

a minute.

Mr. Conway: Deans or Pitman on the first

ballot.

Mr. Cassidy: I appreciate the applause,

particularly from the member for St. Andrew-
St. Patrick (Mr. Grossman) and the new
members in the back row. One of the prob-
lems with the PC Party, it seems to me, is

it can't get decent candidates any more. I've

never seen such a rotten bunch of candi-

dates as the group that came forward this

particular election.

Mr. Pope: What happened in northern

Ontario?

Mr. Cassidy: Well, particularly in northern
Ontario. The new member for Cochrane
South obviously shares the same predilec-
tions as the old member for Timiskaming
who has returned. Ontario will gain nothing
from his presence in the Legislature.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Shut that member up.

Mr- Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Will

the member for Ottawa Centre continue?

[4:45]

Mr. Nixon: He said he was going to finish.

Mr. Cassidy: What I wanted to say, Mr.

Speaker, in a very serious kind of vein, !s

this—that if any of us are concerned, and I

certainly am and I believe we all should be,

about the future of Ontario, here we have a

legislative body that is responsible for a $12-
billion budget, that is responsible for pro-

grams and spending that affect every man,
woman and child across the province, that

is responsible in a very direct way for the

continuation of whether or not we have a

country left in Canada, and what kind of

candidates did the Conservative Party come

up with in this particular campaign? Frankly,

they're a bunch of second-raters. They
really are, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Kerrio: Cheap shot, Mike.

Mr. Nixon: I think that's completely un-

worthy.

Mr. Cassidy: And I think that's very seri-

ous. I think it's very serious that the Con-
servative government which has been in

power for 34 years has been completely
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unable to attract men and women of stature

in order to replace those who are being de-

feated or who are stepping aside.

Mr. Pope: Just the majority vote.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: If we have a temporary situa-

tion of one-party government of the prov-

ince, I think it's a matter of grave concern-

that there is nobody in the backbenches right
now who can replace the present Treasurer,
God save us.

An hon. member: How can you be speak-

ing about the budget in that new suit and
vest there, Mike?

Mr. Peterson: That's right, but anyone s

better than you are.

Mr. Cassidy: As the Attorney General
reveals how little capacity he has, as the

Minister of Labour reveals-

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I hope
the members will come to order and allow
the member for Ottawa Centre to continue
on the second order of business.

Mr. Conway: In conclusion . . .

Mr. Cassidy: As the Minister of Labour
reveal's just how unfit she is to work in this

particular political sphere, as the other mem-
bers of the cabinet—including the Minister of

Industry and Tourism (Mr. Bennett) who is

almost down in Florida he's so far south in

this particular chamber, in his new place in

the seating plan—all reveal how little they
have to offer, I really weep for Ontario for

the next two or three years.
We are committed to trying to make this

minority situation work, but God help us.

It's going to be difficult with the gang that

we have returned and with the newcomers
who have been elected to the back row.

Mr. Peterson: This is the worst speech I

have ever heard in my life.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

say a word now, perhaps in a slightly more
constructive vein than that, about the other

major issue in this particular campaign-
Mr. Conway: Donald, this is the valley

of humiliation. The NDP's Beauharnois.

Mr. Cassidy: —the question of national

unity. I want to say this with particular
reference-

Mr. Eaton: Is this your run at the leader-

ship, Mike?

Mr. Conway: Why don't you stick to Brian
Cameron?

Mr. Cassidy: -to the Legislature. I think
the Conservatives—I'm just coming to that—
have got to sleep with their conscience for

the shameless way in which they have ex-

ploited the Ontario public's concern over the

future of Canada after declaring that national

unity was a non-partisan issue. In my riding,
the Conservative candidate did everything
except wrap himself up in a maple leaf flag

in his efforts to stampede the electorate into

voting PC in order to fight separatism.

Mr. Cunningham: What's that got to do
with the budget?

Mr. Cassidy: "Help keep the Montreal

Expos in Canada," he said, proving how
quickly you can descend from the sublime to

the absurd.

What shocked me even more was that a

candidate who had the full support of the

Premier should openly and deliberately, from
the very first moments of the election, carry
on such a low campaign based on the fear

of separatism. What he did was matched in

degree and kind by many PC candidates ac-

ross the province and it was all very dis-

tasteful.

Mr. Conway: Why, did he cut your ma-

jority?

Mr. Pope: You taught us how to exploit.

Mr. Cassidy: I don't want to further de-

bate the campaign, nor do I want to further

debate the future of our country this after-

noon. My commitment and my party's com-
mitment to maintain a strong and united

Canada is known, is understood and appre-
ciated by every man and woman of good will

in the province.

Mr. Kerrio: You have tears in your eyes.

Mr. Cassidy: Whatever the results may
be in electoral terms, I think one of the

proudest achievements the NDP can take

credit for over the past few years is the fight

we have waged on behalf of Franco-Ontarian

rights in this particular province.

Mr. Deans: Without any Liberal support.

Mr. Cassidy: Without any Liberal support,

as well, apart from Albert Roy. I do have a

concern and a modest suggestion. The con-

cern is very simply that while the future of

Canada is being debated at every service

club luncheon and every conference table in

Canada, we here in this Legislature, and

perhaps our colleagues in other legislatures

across the country, are extraordinarily de-

tached from this national debate. The ques-

tion of Canada's future has been raised in

the Legislature since the November 15 elec-

tion in Quebec—granted.
Mr. Conway: Renwick had a few things to

say.

Mr. Cassidy: But we did not even find one

half day or one whole day to set aside in
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order to debate the subject of where are

we as a country going.

Mr. Peterson: They were afraid you would

speak.

Mr. Cassidy: Apart from the Premier and
the two leaders of the opposition, not one of

us is participating in the Destiny Canada
Conference that is currently under way at

York University. Whether it will prove fruit-

ful and constructive or not, I don't know.
I suspect not. I hope so.

Mr. Conway: Is Brian Cameron there?

Mr. Cassidy: God help us if he is. Party
leaders have spoken out-

Interjections.

An hon. member: Why don't you shut up?

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, this happens
to be a fairly serious speech I'm going to

make.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Party leaders have spoken
out on their vision of where Canada should

be going and so have many of us on the

hustings, but what we lack here in the Legis-
lature is a focus. The immediate problems
that must be solved—whether it's road trans-

port or rent control, the Essex county school

and other budget bills or yet another Work-
men's Compensation case—take up the time

of MPPs and our attention is too seldom

lifted to what is happening in the country.
For that matter, whatever research and think-

ing may be going on among the government's
advisers in the civil service, the Legislature
is effectively not privy to it. Our sources of

information are limited to what we read and
see in the press and to material on the

future of Confederation which, I fear, seems

increasingly to be acquiring the bias of the

government that publishes it. That's one
reason I believe the Treasurer's proposal for

an impartial and co-operative accounting of

the costs and benefits of Confederation should

be supported.
I now want to propose the creation of a

select committee of the Legislature that

will allow us, here in this House, to focus

on the questions of Confederation and of

national unity. The problem is critical. The
need to start is now. I believe this select

committee on Confederation should be estab-

lished before we rise in two weeks or so

and should begin its work over the summer.
It should be able to travel to Quebec and

to other provinces as well as throughout
Ontario. It should be able to talk to civil

servants who advise the government and have
access to material they are preparing. It

should hold hearings, carry out research,
seek ideas, meet with MPPs from other

provinces and report regulary to the House.
In fact, not only should it report regularly

beginning in the fall, but I suspect we should
debate its reports just as regularly so that

those members who do not form a part of

the select committee can also make a con-
tribution to its work and a contribution to

the future of the country.
This is a modest suggestion, but perhaps

it has a democratic flavour when you com-
pare it with the elitist idea of elitist counsel
advanced by the Leader of the Opposition.
Perhaps it will be of value too in helping
to form and educate legislative opinion, and
through this Legislature perhaps we in turn
can help to educate opinion in this province
about who we are, where we're going and
what we should do in the country. This is

a chance for the Legislature to become a

sounding board for opinion and ideas the

v/ay it was intended to be and the way, I

fear, that it so seldom is.

More than a century ago, the Fathers
of Confederation who brought this country
together were themselves provincial legis-
lators who came from their provincial parli-

aments and met together in order to forge
a nation and find the terms under which
the country could function together. Things
are more complicated than that right now but
it seems to me that we, as MPPs in this

Legislature, have a contribution to make,
as do our colleagues and counterparts in

other legislatures across the country. We
should do that and encourage it on the part
of other legislatures.

The constitution authorities use the quaint

term, "One function of the Legislature is to

ventilate ideas." Perhaps all of us who are

concerned about the future of the country
would welcome a bit of that kind of fresh

air right now.

My modest suggestion is that we in On-
tario need to find ways to get to know our

neighbours in Quebec better than we do

today. In many ways the best way to start

is with our kids. The budget shows the Win-
tario lottery will have at least $80 million

to spend this year. I would like to suggest
that we use $10 million or $15 million of

that particular fund in order to encourage
school visits and educational exchanges be-

tween students in Ontario and their counter-

parts in Quebec.
It's just as important to invite Quebec

students to visit families in Ontario cities

and towns as to send our kids off to spend
a few days with their counterparts in Que-
bec. For $15 million we could provide a
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strong incentive to encourage exchange visits

on the part of 100,000 students from grades
seven to 11 in our Ontario schools with
return visits, in every case, from Quebec.

I hope this initiative will be accepted in

the spirit in which it is suggested and
offered. I hope Quebec will understand that

even if it comes very late, even if this is

something we should have been doing many
years ago, that it is offered genuinely and
that it is accepted in that particular spirit.

I believe other exchanges should be offered

and should be encouraged as well. Cultural

groups have been suggested by the member
for Port Arthur; I would suggest groups
like skilled workmen from the GM line in

Oshawa. Simpson's has recently announced
it is going to send some teenagers who are
sons and daughters of its employees for an

exchange visit with families in Quebec. We
should be doing this at the professional

level, at the personal level, at the commun-
ity level, at the legislative level—in every
possible way that we can find.

I think it is a very good way to begin if

we could say that over their school life-

time most of the kids in Ontario schools
would have the chance at least to go to

Quebec for one week or so on a well

organized, well supervised exchange, with
teachers and with preparation, to meet fami-

lies, to meet kids, to play together, to work
together and to get to know people in our
sister province a hell of a lot better than
we do right now today.

I would speak personally, coming from a
border riding in Ottawa, and say that we
have too little of those kinds of contacts just
between the kids, for example, and the
families and the people who live in Ottawa
and their counterparts who live across the
river in Hull. We don't do it; we need it,
we should encourage it. We shouldn't care
if we are isolated in Ottawa; what is the
situation for people who live in Chicoutimi
on the one hand and Windsor or St. Cathar-
ines on the other? Those are two specific
proposals related to national unity which I

hope will be adopted by the House.
I want to reiterate now the question about

our economy and about where we are going
with jobs. I want to say that during the bud-
get debate I had a number of specific pro-
posals to make on behalf of the New Demo-
cratic Party which were costed, which we
knew we could afford, and which we offered
in a constructive way to the Treasurer. The
specifics included a youth careers program,
energy-saving grants and tax cuts to stimulate
demand and get the economy moving.
As is natural, those proposals were elabo-

rated upon by other members of the caucus,

by myself and by the leader of the NDP dur-

ing the course of the election campaign.
There are a number of points that I want to

put on the record right now, because we
think they are a heck of a lot more con-
structive means of getting the economy mov-

ing and beginning to prepare ourselves, not

just for the short-term problem of unemploy-
ment but the longer-term problems of indus-
trial strategy which the Treasurer and the

government are refusing to face at this time.

There is approximately $280 million which
could legitimately be brought out of tax con-

cessions to big business and industrv and used
to get the economy moving. I think that we
have adequately documented just how in-

effective those particular incentives have been
and will be in creating jobs in the economy
both for the short run and for the long run.

We believe that it is desirable and neces-

sary to have—we advocate this, and I hope
the Treasurer accepts—a program along the

following lines:

First, a direct tax rebate for low- and
middle-income groups for the purpose of

stimulating purchasing power to increase de-

mand and thus create jobs. We recommend
that at least $100 million be devoted to that

pump-priming operation to help get the

economy of Ontario moving.
Second, a new careers program in Ontario,

the point of which will be to direct young
people coming out of high schools, colleges
and universities into on-the-job training pro-

grams so that they can acquire the skills

required in the marketplace. A new careers

program like that might cost $30 million.

It is not enough to assume, as the govern-
ment does, that if you give people a certain

amount of work experience they will auto-

matically find jobs. There are only 12,000 job

vacancies in the province; there are more
than 300,000 people unemployed. We have

to get the economy moving, but it will cer-

tainly help to give people job experience as

part of the overall package.
Third, a program which is well accepted

and which can be moved quickly and one

which people will use to improve the state

of their housing; it is one which can be

administered on a decentralized basis and

which will help in the small business sector.

We would recommend $25 million be added
to the Ontario Home Renewal Program, in

which 94 per cent of Ontario's municipalities
are currently involved. This is a means of

directly stimulating jobs in the construction

sector.

[5:00]
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Fourth, we advocate that $25 million be
used directly for services to people. Day care,

corrections, mental health, retardation and
the elderly are specific programs which can

engage the talents, the commitments, the

skills, the drive and the capacity to com-
municate of our young people who are now
so frustrated because of the under-employ-
ment and lack of jobs that exist in the

economy.
Next, 10,000 units of non-profit housing

could be started with the incentive of a

$5,000 per unit grant. It would cost $50 mil-

lion to the exchequer, it would create jobs
far beyond that particular amount and it

would provide desperately needed affordable

housing which we're not getting in the prov-
ince right now.
We recommend the allocation of $25 mil-

Ton for special services like sewerage and

lighting for northern municipalities, particu-

larly the unorganized municipalities, in order
to create jobs in the north, to make those

northern communities more attractive places
to be and in order to serve as the launching
pad for the creation of a broader range of

job opportunities in the north. We recom-
mend as a final instalment in that $280 mil-

lion which is available from the tax conces-

sions that the minister is now giving to big
business, $25 million to take capital works

programs off the shelf, specifically where they
have application to public transit systems.
One of the earliest candidates for accelera-

tion under that particular program would be
to create construction jobs in the Toronto
area with an acceleration of the Scarborough
light rail transit program.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we were con-

cerned at the fact that the Treasurer found
it possible to allocate $200 million to very
expensive and capital-intensive energy pro-
jects under the wing of Ontario Hydro. We
felt that was a distortion of priorities, because
' onservation of energy is now a more effec-

tive means of using our scarce dollars in the

energy field than the creation of new generat-

ing capacity. We recommend that the $200
million that the Treasurer found from Ontario

Hydro's budget be devoted in three or four

specific directions.

First, if you recall, Mr. Speaker, I have
recommended energy-saving grants. A number
of other suggestions have been made. We
suggested during the election campaign that

$100 million be used for home insulation to

involve 100,000 homes with an appropriate

subsidy. The money would be in a revolving

fund, repayable on an interest-free basis, so

that it would continue to ensure insulation of

homes on an annual basis. We believe that

this fund should be carried out in conjunction

with the recently announced federal program
of $350 grants for home insulation, but we
believe that Ontario can afford and should go
faster than was proposed in the federal pro-
gram and we think that that too would be a
means of creating jobs and stimulating the
small business sector.

I suggested and I think that we would
advocate that there be particular preference
given to eastern and northern Ontario in this

program, because those are the areas with
the greatest climatic problems and the areas
of greatest need for job creation.

Next, a pilot plant for the production of

methanol. We recommend that it go into the
area of Renfrew North, an area which des-

perately needs job creation. After the com-
ments of the new member for Renfrew North
I think I would reconsider that particular
suggestion. However, a $20 million investment
in starting a pilot program for methanol based
on waste wood production from the logging
industry either in the northern or eastern part
of the province helps us in the energy field,

helps us in the utilization of our unutilized
wood resources and would allow us to learn

a heck of a lot about a new energy source
which could increasingly be used in the prov-
ince.

Mr. Peterson: Anything that helps you learn

something is worthwhile.

Mr. Cassidy: We recommend that $30 mil-

lion should be used for the installation of

solar heating units in the form of a $1,500

subsidy for 20,000 new houses every year that

would be outfitted with solar heating equip-
ment. That too is a major kind1 of program,
not the Mickey Mouse stuff that the Treasurer

has been offering. That's a quarter or a fifth

of the new homes being built in the province,
which should be equipped with solar heating

equipment. Once that market existed in On-
tario we believe that very quickly industry

would respond and the cost of solar heating

equipment would very quickly come down.

We recommend $50 million for the genera-
tion of electricity from solid waste disposal

projects in southern Ontario. Once again,

whether it's in Hamilton or in Toronto, the

bold plans announced by the government
have not been taking off and have not been

going forward.

We recommended dining the course of the

election campaign a number of other specific

initiatives which I will run over very quickly.

We think that Ontario could use every means
at its disposal to urge and to ensure a renego-
tiation of the automobile pact in order to

return to the province of Ontario the jobs

that we have unnecessarily lost because of the
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way that we have been shortchanged in that

agreement with the United State:.

We believe that it's necessary to provide

support for special trade skills for rationaliza-

tion and for research and development in two
other vulnerable sectors and important key-
stone sectors of the manufacturing sector-

that is the machinery industry and the elec-

tronics industry—and we will have more to

say about that during the course of the

budget debate in the fall.

We believe that it is necessary—we may or

may not see action from the government in

this session—to ensure that the scandalous

plundering of our forest resources does not

continue; that the private forest industry is

obligated to replace the trees that it cuts,

that we catch up the shortfall of reforesta-

tion over the past 20 years; that we do this

with a view to ensuring as well the protection
of existing jobs in the pulp and paper indus-

try, and that we do so with an understanding
that almost two-thirds of the jobs in the pulp
and paper and forest industries are, in fact,

southern jobs which are threatened by the

wasting away of this vital natural resource to

Ontario.

We have made specific proposals to recon-

stitute Ontario's furniture industry based on

guaranteed forest resources. Right now we
don't do so. We don't harvest our hardwoods

in the south. We don't adequately manage
our softwoods in the north. That needs to be

done and the furniture industry is one sector

that can benefit.

We need a much greater degree of pro-

cessing and refining of ore in Ontario and

in Canada. This can be done by eliminating
the special exemptions and concessions that

the government has so consistently given to

companies like Inco and Falconbridge. Those
concessions should stop and in the case of

the small mines that have been granted

exemptions, Ontario should step in on a

joint venture basis in order to ensure bene-
fication and refining of those minerals in

Ontario, rather than exportation of the jobs
abroad.

During the election campaign we called

for, and I call for now, the creation of a
Northern Ontario Tomorrow fund to ensure
the future of jobs in the north; an Eastern
Ontario Tomorrow fund for the economic

development of eastern Ontario in a way
which we have never seen, Mr. Speaker,
under the present inadequate arrangements
which the government has in place.
We believe it's desirable to have a "buy

Canadian" policy in Ontario to stimulate

domestic employment. This should extend
both to governments, to the quasi-govern-

ment sector, and it should also include en-

couragement of people in Ontario to under-

stand what their purchasing does when they

buy Canadian rather than buy foreign

products.
We believe that it is necessary, desirable

and possible to free up to 10,000 construc-

tion jobs that are presently hanging fire be-

cause of delays before the Ontario Municipal
Board and other planning bodies. We
believe that the government should act with

a sense of urgency in order to ensure that

those permissions are given and that those

jobs are created and that those construction

workers now unemployed are given the

chance to get back to work with productive

employment.
Finally, we made, during the course of the

spring, specific proposals for the creation of

up to 4,000 jobs in pollution abatement

equipment manufacturing and in installation,

which can be done simply by enforcing the

control order directives which are currently

applied to the pulp and paper mills of On-
tario. If the government was not asleep at

the switch in enforcing these particular rules

in order to protect our environment, we
would have jobs and pollution control which
would help to get more people back to

work in the province.

During the course of the budget debate,

during the course of the election campaign
and now, we don't intend to try and put
numbers on all of the job-creating proposals
that we are putting forward. What we're say-

ing instead is that it is possible, necessary
and essential to move forward now with

an industrial strategy that secures our future

and ensures that jobs are being created in

the province where, under the Conservatives,

they're ensuring that those jobs are being
lost.

We don't believe that the blind reliance on

the private sector that the government has

adopted is going to work. We live in hope
that somehow action will be taken by the

government and we will be watching their

actions over the course of the fall.

Perhaps it is clear from my remarks, Mr.

Speaker, just how little confidence I do
have in the Treasurer, in his budget, in his

budget reappraisal of yesterday, in his eco-

nomic policies, and in the general path which
is being trod by the government. We tried

last April to be constructive in our approach,

however, and we intend to continue that

approach over the coming months. I sin-

cerely hope that a number of the pro-

posals we have made will be adopted by
fall by this Treasurer when on sober re-

flection as he sits in his cottage in the
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month of August the government realizes—

maybe he won't have the chance, I am
not sure—how inadequate its policies are for

Ontario's economic future.

The NDP House leader is pointing out
to me that there is very little chance that

the Treasurer will have a chance to sit by
his cottage during the month of August,
unless we decide not to sit on the weekends
during that particular month.
We are not putting forward a motion of

no confidence today, Mr. Speaker, because
our opinions on the government are well
known. Our options are open until Decem-
ber. Also, only 2% weeks after the election

we understand as clearly as the government
or the Liberals that however unfair the pub-
lic were as to who they wished to govern
Ontario they did not want the past election,
and they do not want another one very
soon. We said very clearly, and I say very
clearly, that where we disagree with the

government on legislation, we will oppose
them. We intend to work in that spirit, but
so long as our unemployment rolls swell
and the province's economy stagnates, we
will do everything in our power to press for
an economic policy that deals with the real

problems that face Ontario.

On motion by Mr. Maeck the debate was
adjourned.

INCOME TAX ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second read-

ing of Bill 5, An Act to amend The Income
Tax Act.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any dis-

cussion?

Mr. Cassidy: The Liberals were asleep
at the switch again.

Mr. Swart: They have nothing to say.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: What is it, the rule on

perpetuities or the warble fly Act?

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I had expected
the official opposition to be up first, but
at any rate I am prepared to discuss this

bill.

Mr. McClellan: The opposition is up first,

Marion.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, this bill imple-
ments new federal-provincial fiscal arrange-
ments which became effective April 1, 1977.

It also establishes Ontario's income tax rate

for next year.
There appears to be a very significant

change in the provincial income tax rate in

this bill. It rises from 30.5 per cent of the

federal tax in 1977 to a proposed 44 per
cent of the federal tax for 1978. However,
this change really reflects a very substantial

change in the federal-provincial fiscal and

cost-sharing arrangements, which as I said

became effective at the beginning of this

fiscal year.
The federal payments for programs such

as medicare and hospitalization and por,t

secondary education are being curtailed to

some extent. Other federal payments are

being partly replaced by the transfer of
tax room to the provinces. And so you
have to look at the whole package before

you can assess the effect of this proposed
change in the provincial rate.

The transfer of tax room did have a very
fortuitous effect for the federal Liberal gov-
ernment. It enabled them to appear to have
made a substantial reduction in their ex-

penditures. But in effect, the expenditures
have simply been transferred to the prov-
inces which are expected to raise the amount
of money that was represented by those

transfers through provincial income taxes.

People should not be misled by the amount
of back patting that the federal Liberals did

regarding their cut in their expenditures in

their last budget.

Mr. Peterson: How many of you have
noticed that?

[5:151

Ms. Bryden: The new arrangements do

provide more flexibility to the provinces.

They have more opportunity to choose their

own priorities. They do mean an end to

open-ended federal support of certain pro-

grams and they may mean that the have-not

provinces will not benefit as much in the

future as they have in the past. I am also

concerned that the new arrangements may
limit the opportunities for federal initiatives

for necessary extensions of existing pro-

grams. If prescription drugs could be pro-

vided more efficiently through the public

sector than through the private sector, as

I think they could, at really less cost to the

purchaser, then you need federal initiatives

to get such an extension that will be ap-

plied across the country.

In fact, I think we must look at all these

federal-provincial changes in the light of the

necessity in this country of having the

principle accepted that all Canadians, re-

gardless of where they live, are entitled to

a basic level of services, and the only way
we will achieve national unity is if we

recognize that principle. For that reason

we must continue to support equalization

formulas and opportunity for national initia-

tives in improving services for all Canadians.

Turning to the nitty-gritty of the bill,

shall we say, as I mentioned, it is necessary
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to adjust the provincial income tax rate to

take up the vacated tax room. The objec-

tive, presumably, is to provide no additional

burden on the taxpayer by the time you
add and subtract what he would pay to the

federal government and what he would pay
to the provincial government. However, the

provincial Treasurer has indicated in his

budget paper that a provincial tax rate of

43.63 per cent would probably produce the

equivalent burden on the taxpayer that the

pievious arrangements provided.
The requirement of the legislation is that

you must adjust whatever rate is thrown up
by the calculation to the nearest half per
cent. What the provincial Treasurer has

done, rather than knocking the 43.63 down
to 43.5-

Mr. Peterson: What did Saskatchewan do?

Mr. Cassidy: Where did you come from?

Mr. Deans: Why would we care? This is

Ontario.

Ms. Bryden: —he raised it to 44 per cent.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member for Beaches-Woodbine has the floor.

Mr. Martel: The member for London
Centre had an opportunity to speak and he
passed it up.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: Count me out.

Ms. Bryden: So there is slightly more money
being taken from all taxpayers in this prov-
ince than they would have paid if the pre-
vious arrangements had been kept in effect.

Mr. Kerrio: We will only give him equal
time.

Ms. Bryden: However, when it came to the

adjustment in the dividend tax credit, which
also had to be adjusted because of the change
in the tax base, it was a case of raising the
dividend tax credit per $1,000 by $9 rather
than dropping it. So this government appears
to be carrying on its tradition of favouring
the well-to-do, who are the main ones to
benefit from dividend tax credit, but putting
the extra burden on all the ordinary tax-

payers.

Also, if you study the chart which the
provincial Treasurer provided in his budget
speech, chart 1, page 17 of budget paper B,
you will see that the change in the tax burden
on various income levels does not go up in a

straight progression. There is a slight reduc-
tion in tax burden for the people of $10,000
and under due to various changes which we
commend. But the interesting thing is that
the $15,000 taxpayer will pay more. As a
result of these tax changes, he will have a

greater increase dollarwise than the $20,000

and $21,000 taxpayer. That anomaly is some-

thing that I would1 like the provincial Treas-

urer to explain—as to why the rate could not

have been arranged so that those people be-

tween $15,000 and $21,000 seem to be paying
less of an increase than those at the $15,000
level.

The fact that we now have additional tax

room offered by the federal government and
are taking advantage of it, plus a slight in-

crease that is hidden in that smoothing of the

rate, perhaps might indicate that there is

room for the provincial Treasurer to recon-

sider his opposition to a transfer of one or

two points of income tax to the municipali-
ties. BC has just recently done this; I don't

think they are a socialist government out

there, but they have transferred a portion of

the income and other taxes to the municipali-
ties. Of course, Manitoba has been doing this

for quite a while. But now that we do have
more tax room, it is possible that the Treas-

urer might share some of it with the munic-

ipalities.

I would also have liked to have seen in

this legislation some attempt to make our tax

system more progressive. There was a recent

study done of the income tax, both federal

and provincial. It was written up in The
Canadian Tax Journal for March/April, 1977.

It was a study by Gregory Jarvis and Roger
S. Smith, called "Real Income and Average
Tax Rates: An Extension for the 1970-1975

Period."

What these gentlemen have done is analyse
the effect of the tax changes in that period,

federally and provincially. They have come to

the conclusion, and I quote, on page 215 of

that journal: "However, it should be noted

that the middle income classes appear to

have benefited least in terms of absolute

changes in average tax rates from 1970 to

1975."

So they confirm what a lot of us have been

suspecting that the middle income groups in
LMs province, as in Canada as a whole, are

the heaviest taxed. And this is something
that this government is doing nothing to

correct.

They are giving relief to the lowest income
tax earners, in accordance with the federal

relief that came in the last budget, and we
commend them for that. Anybody who does

not pay federal income tax will no longer

pay provincial income tax, if this bill is passed.
But the government still has not done very
much for the people who are just above the

level which is being relieved of income tax.

For example, there was a study done and

published in the Globe and Mail, April 23,

1976, comparing how a year ago the various
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provinces compared on the amount of tax

paid when you added together federal and

provincial income tax, health premiums and

property tax, assuming an average property
tax of $480. It showed that the province with
the highest burden on a family of four earn-

ing $8,226 a year was Ontario. That family
would pay $1,078 in total taxes of the kinds I

mentioned.

So you can see that we do not have the

most progressive tax system, particularly be-

cause we have this very regressive OHIP
premium system. Very few other provinces
finance their OHIP by straight premiums;

they do it out of general revenue, which is a
more progressive method.

I would have hoped that the legislation
included more tax credits and that overall

we would rely on fewer regressive taxes such

as the increase on motor vehicle registration
fees proposed in the budget which is another

regressive tax and which are being increased

from 30 to 50 per cent as a result of the

budget. Of course, we all know that people
don't necessarily buy their cars according to

their income. In a lot of cases, people who
buy second-hand cars often have to buy the

bigser ones, so they're going to be stuck with

a 50 per cent increase in registration fees.

There is one other item I would have
liked to have seen in the bill. It is not

there and I drew the attention of the

Treasurer and the Minister of Revenue to

this a year ago—
Mr. Peterson: Point of order.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member has a point of order?

Mr. Martel: What's your point of order?

Mr. Peterson: Is it not necessary for a

speaker to address remarks to a particular
bill and not wander all over the place?
There is a particular small bill in front of us

and she is discussing everything under the

sun. It seems to me there has got to be some
kind of direction in her remarks or we will

be here for the next six months.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member
will continue. I would hope that she would

keep her remarks a little more to the

principle of the bill and not on the philosophy
of the various political parties. Perhaps she

would continue.

Mr. Martel: Marion, you're on.

Ms. Bryden: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm

on my last points, I may assure you.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will continue. The Chair can-

not hear her.

Mr. Martel: Give it to them again, Marion.
Take your time.

Mr. Makarchuk: More slowly this time.

Mr. Martel: Don't be harassed.

Mr. Drea: That's no way to treat a lady.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will continue without being
interrupted, please.

Ms. Bryden: Well, I think it is appropriate
to draw the Treasurer's attention to the

very great inequity that does exist in our

income tax credit for political contributions.

An hon. member: In a polluted lake.

Ms. Bryden: The political contributions

were put in to encourage people of all walks
of life to participate in financing political

parties instead of having them financed by
a few big companies and big developers and
so on. But right now the way it is admin-

istered, the people of, say, $7,000 and under

—housewives, pensioners students who wish
to make a contribution to a political party—
seldom gain the tax credits, whereas the

wealthy man gets 75 per cent on his first

$100.

Mr. Drea: How about a new kickback?

Ms. Bryden: It seems to me that if we're

going to encourage that, we should do three

things. We should make it possible for the

political contribution to be calculated before

the pensioner credits, the sales tax credits,

and the property tax credits are deducted, be-

cause deducting those often reduces low-

income people's taxable income to zero and

they get no political credit.

Mr. Eaton: Are they some of the ones

that you forced to kick back?

Mr. Martel: You had better remember the

document you signed.

Ms. Bryden: We should permit those

people to receive the credit regardless of

whether they have taxable income. Certain

low income categories should be allowed to

receive the political credit, regardless of

whether they have provincial taxable income,
if we want to make it equitable and en-

courge people of all walks of life. There
won't be very many because a lot of low-

income people cannot find $100 to put up,
but if they can, they should get their $75
back.

Second, we should make it applicable to

spouses if the one person in the family has a

taxable income; they should be allowed to

claim the political credit against their income
even if the spouse made the political con-

tribution. And there are many cases where
the one spouse may be a civil servant who
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doesn't wish to make a (political contribution

or somebody who doesn't} particularly believe

in it. But the spouse does and makes it out

of their very low income; but they cannot

transfer it.

Under the federal Income Tax Act you
can transfer health and charitable expendi-
tures between spouses. I see no reason why
the Ontario Treasurer could not allow this

transfer to occur between spouses for politi-

cal contributions. He is being very restrictive

in his interpretation of the law in this case.

A third thing that could be done with

regard to the political thing is, of course,

something we've been advocating for a

number of years—to add to The Income Tax
Act the right to make a checkoff of $2 to the

political party of your choice. Those are the

suggestions that I'd like to put before him.

We intend to support the bill, Mr. Speak-
er, with these reservations—that we would
h 1 ve liked to have seen a much greater reform
of our income tax system.

[5:30]

Mr. Peterson: Briefly, I don't regard this

as a situation where one makes a complete
budget speech and one talks at great length
about what is in or not in the bill. We are

talking about a very specific piece of legis-
lation here that regularizes certain agree-
ments, federal-provincial agreements, and I

don't think it is in the interests of this House
or the members to sit here and talk at great
length about philosophies or what may or

may not happen in Saskatchewan, or wher-
ever, under each bill.

Mr. Martel: Read the rules just once.

Mr. Makarchuk: How do you break it up?
Mr. Peterson: Because if we do, when we

discuss these 14 or 15 Treasury bills we are

going to be here for the next three days,
and I hope I don't have to listen to you
like I had to listen to her.

Mr. Cassidy: You brought up Saskatche-

wan, it wasn't us.

Mr. McClellan: You can sit down right
now.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, the
hon. member for London Centre has the
floor.

Mr. Cassidy: Were you hoping your leader
was going to make it?

Mr. Peterson: We regard this as very
much a matter of housekeeping. We have
absolutely no trouble whatever in support-
ing the government on this. We are quite
aware that they snuck through a little tiny
tax increase with this, but perhaps that makes
it less complicated. It is interesting to point

out to our friends in the NDP that when their

friends in Saskatchewan did it, the same

procedure, they snuck in a tax increase.

Mr. Martel: You were going to talk to the

principle of the bill. Why don't you speak to

the principle of the bill? You are talking out

of both sides of your mouth at the same
time.

Mr. Peterson: Everything I hear out of

you people is how to spend more money.
So at least I am glad they didn't put it up
any more than the little it is.

Mr. Makarchuk: Why don't you compare
their per capita taxes to Ontario?

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I have nothing
more to add on this bill at this time.

Mr. Martel: What a magnificent contribu-

tion.

Mr. Cassidy: I just want to make a couple

of comments, Mr. Speaker. One is to com-

ment that effectively by going along with

the federal Income Tax Act changes in this

particular bill, and we have certainly had

the option of doing otherwise, Ontario has

decided to grant I think it is a $32 million

tax cut which is basically going for big

investors, for coupon clippers, who will

benefit from various changes made at the

federal level and which the Treasurer has

decided that he wants to endorse.

Whatever the member for London Centre

feels about that on behalf of the Liberal

Party we don't feel comfortable with that.

At a time when there is a desperate need

to get spending power into the economy
we don't feel comfortable giving $32 million

to people who essentially will put it into

savings and not in spending, to people who
don't need it in any kind of financial way.

I think all of the evidence indicates that for

every widow or orphan behind whom a

Conservative hides in making arguments
about the investment sector, there is about

50 times as much income going to people in

the upper three or four per cent of the in-

come bracket. People at the very highest

levels are the people who mainly will benefit

from these income tax changes—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: How much of it is

in pension money?
Mr. Cassidy: —and it is the Treasurer who

feels that that is a worthy kind of a policy

to carry out at this particular time. The
other point I want to make is this, that in

going along with the established programs

financing Ontario has also taken upon itself

both a certain amount of federal money
which did not exist before for programs
which have been under-developed in this



JUNE 28, 1977 101

province. Also it has acquired flexibility in

a number of formerly shared-cost programs
to carry out these programs with our own
priorities, rather than having to constantly

jump to whatever the federal government
says should be done.

I acknowledge, and in fact agree with
some of the frustrations that the govern-
ment has expressed from time to time
about the difficulties of working shared-

cost programs. I don't differ from the gov-
ernment on that particular point. However,
now that we have that freedom it would be

encouraging if we can very quickly see

the government use that freedom in order
to come up with innovative approaches in

the field of social services, in the field of

education, and in the field of health care.

I am afraid from the recent experience
that, far from having innovative approaches,
what we have is a government which sort of
takes a tentative step or two and then draws
back and says no we can't do it, the estab-

lishment in this particular field is too strong
for us, we don't want to move, our own
civil servants tell us it can't be done and
we haven't got the guts or the gumption
to do it.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, perhaps
the hon. member might direct his comments
to the specific principle of this bill as out-
lined rather than using it for a general
budget debate.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, with great

respect, the increase from 30.5 per cent to

44 per cent in the Ontario income tax rate

is the major feature in the new agreement
with Ottawa and that is what I am touch-

ing on at this time. I think this is entirely
within order

1 and I really don't feel it is in-

cumbent on you, Mr. Speaker, to try and
stop a debate which is completely in order.

There were other times, when I admit it is

possible we strayed a bit, but this time I

don't feel I am straying at all. I just want
to point out to you, Mr. Speaker, that this

new tax arrangement is discussed at great

length in about a 20-page budget paper,
budget paper B on the federal-provincial
fiscal reforms. It seems to me it is appropri-
ate to comment on one or two of the com-
ments made there during the course of de-

bate on this particular bill.

I point out that one of the arrangements
is that starting in 1977-1978 the federal

government is to pay $20 cash per capita
in respect of such health-related services

as nursing homes, intermediate care, lower

level residential care for adults, the health

aspects of home care and those aspects of

home care and those aspects of ambulatory
health services not previously covered under
the hospital insurance agreements.
The Treasurer has put his finger on spe-

cific areas which are grossly underdeveloped
in Ontario and where we need to act. The
government now has a payment of $160
million coming in to the Treasury in order

to encourage that kind of innovative health

care. We believe those steps should be
taken and that opening should be exploited

very quickly and not ignored. I fear the

Treasurer and his government with the cut-

backs they have imposed over the last two

years do not understand at all why that is

desirable and will not respond to these new
fiscal arrangements in the spirit with which

they have been entered into on behalf of

the federal government and, I believe, on
behalf of the other provinces.
Not only will the people of Ontario suffer

as a consequence of that, but I also believe

that the taxpayers of Ontario will in the

long run suffer. If we continue to have in-

stitutional care at the rate and the cost that

we've been having under the PC govern-

ment, we will be spending ourselves into

perdition as far as Ontario is concerned.

We need those innovative approaches. We
need a commitment to change in the deliv-

ery of social services and the delivery of

health services. I am afraid we haven't had

that commitment in the past. I hope we will

see it in the future with the adoption of

this bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion on second reading of this bill?

Mr. Cassidy: What about the minister?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Does the hon. min-

ister wish to comment?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I have

perhaps two or three points. Tempted as I

am to agree with the member for London

Centre and say this is a matter of house-

keeping, although the bill itself may be, it

does reflect something like five or six years

of intense work on the part of my staff in

Treasury and my predecessors and certain

other provinces which ultimately convinced

the federal government that what came to

be called the established program financing

package was a correct way in which to go.

I would take this opportunity to con-

gratulate my staff and all those, and in-

deed federal officials, who over a series of

meetings finally hammered out a proposal

which I think by and large was not unfair,

although when one looks at the table on

page 10 of the budget paper on federal

provincial fiscal reform on just what hap-
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pened in terms of tax reform, one will see

that under the new arrangements, despite

the fact we are receiving $20 per capita we
are receiving according to that table some-

thing like $150 million less than we did

under the old arrangements. I simply cau-

tion the big spender from Ottawa Centre

that the room for innovation is not quite as

apparent as he would have us believe.

I would further point out to the member
for Ottawa Centre who has concerned him-

self about the dividend tax credit and the

change that was made—and he impugned
the fact that the Liberal Party was con-

cerned about the pensioner and the widow
who owned shares—that despite that fact

that most of the money went to the big

people, as he called them, he should take

a look at the proportion today held by pen-
sion plans of this province on behalf of

some very little people, on behalf of organ-
ized labour, among others, and people who
have been in the work force. I would point
out how very much their dependency is on
the investments that have been made on
their behalf in pension plans and invest-

ments in equities-

Mr. Cassidy: That's completely irrelevant.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —in which dividends

are important. I also tell the hon. member
there's another little word that's important
too; that's profit, and nowhere are profits

more important than in the pension plans
of the people who his party supposedly
thinks at times it represents, organized labour
in this province.

Finally, I would make one further com-
ment with respect to two remarks of the
member for Beaches-Woodbine. First of all,

the political tax credit in no way is meant
to be a function or to be used as a function
of income distribution. We reject the argu-
ment which she has made, that in fact it

would be a function of income distribution.

That is not the purpose af the credit.

Ms. Bryden: You don't want the poor
people to participate.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Secondly, she has
made a point about table 8. I would
simply point out, in answer to her question
as to why table 8 turns out the way it

does, the specific answer is that the federal

government in developing its new table went
from 28.16 per cent to 28 per cent, whereas
the rates immediately below that were round-
ed up rather than rounded down. Having
said all that, I would point out to the hon.
member that regarding a gross income of

$20,000, as compared with a gross income
of $25,000, the tax increase is all of $4.27

for a married taxpayer with two dependants;

or, for a single pensioner, it works out to

$4.34 over a full year, which is hardly, if I

might be so bold as to say so, an earth-shat-

tering amount. But I'm glad that the mem-
ber noticed it.

Ms. Bryden: May I correct the Treasurer?

I was referring to chart 1, not to table 8,

where it is talking about taxable income of

$20,000 and not gross income. He was an-

swering about table 8. I was just referring to

chart 1.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Chart 1?

Ms. Bryden: On page 16 of budget paper
B.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: All right. If the hon.

member looks at the amounts in chart 1

she'll see something between $30 and $25
where that big curve is, which works out to

about $4 a year. The figures in table 8 are

reflected in chart 1. It's not an earth-shat-

tering amount.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

ONTARIO UNCONDITIONAL
GRANTS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second read-

ing af Bill 6, An Act to amend The Ontario

Unconditional Grants Act, 1975.

Mr. Epp: I want to thank you, Mr.

Speaker, for the opportunity of speaking to

this bill. I have some general comments
about the bill, and I am in support of it;

however, the bill indicates that the regional

municipalities will be obtaining $15 on a

per capita basis and the non-regional munic-

ipalities $10. I'm concerned about the differ-

ence here.

There have been some views expressed
that there are more services in a regional

municipality and that's why the regional

municipalities require $15. The argument has

been given that some municipalities, because

they are more urbanized, need more money.
In speaking to a number of people, the rea-

son they feel that there is $15 as opposed to

$10 for regional municipalities is that this

was the dangling carrot in front of munici-

palities so they would adopt regional govern-
ment as opposed to remaining as they were
to have some amalgamation of smaller munic-

ipalities. It's probably not any single one, but

probably a combination of all three of them.

[5:45]

I understand too that there was some

acknowledgement that when regional munic-

ipalities were formed a few years ago in the
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various areas there would be at least a 16

per cent increase in the taxation of those

areas. As you know, there's been a significant

increase in all of them, including the regional

municipality of Waterloo with which I am
very familiar.

This may not all be reflected in the local

tax rate but has been reflected by the un-

conditional and the conditional grants that

have been given to the regional municipali-

ties.

One of the things that I would like the

minister to look into is that the police com-

missions, when these grants are given to

them or when a grant is increased from $12
to $15, immediately find some way of spend-

ing the money. I understand that the bill

reads that it's an unconditional grant, and

yet my own experience in the regional mu-

nicipality of Waterloo indicates that the

police commissions immediately feel that it's

their grant and that the municipalities really

have no control over that grant.

I'm concerned about this and I think that

the minister should be concerned about it

and should do something to more clearly

designate in the future that it isn't necessar-

ily for the police commissions to spend all

the money, but that the municipalities, since

it's so designated as unconditional, have the

final say on it. Thank you.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I have comments
that I want to make on this bill, An Act to

amend The Ontario Unconditional Grants

Act. I don't want to be controversial when
I lead off, but I think perhaps it's worth

pointing out at this time that this will be the

first municipal bill that has been dealt with

in this House since I have been here—and

perhaps it is more a Treasurer's bill—where
the Treasurer and Minister of Intergovern-
mental Affairs has been present. On every
other municipal bill he has been absent.

The bill which we have before us at this

time is a relatively simple bill. It increases

the general per capita grant within regions
from $9 to $10 and the police grant from

$12 to $15. Outside of regions, the general

grant will be increased from the $6 to $8
which they are now getting to $7 to $9 and
the police per capita grant from $8 to $10.
There is an increase in the support grant for

the northern municipalities from 15 to 18

per cent and there is an increase in the

average level of assessment per capita of

which a support grant is given from $10,400
to $10,650, which is exactly in line with the

average of assessment per capita in this

province.

I say immediately that we will reluctantly

support this bill in second reading, even

though we think in several respects it is

wrong in principle. First, it doesn't meet the

level of need for the municipalities, nor does
it form part of a package that meets the

Edmonton commitment. It also attempts to

cover up the excessive costs of regional gov-
ernment and in so doing penalizes the munic-

ipalities which are outside of regional gov-
ernment.

I want to deal in some detail with what I

consider to be these two major faults in the

bill. I make no apology to the member for

London Centre or anyone else for doing
that. We're talking about moneys in the

neighbourhood of $125 million or $150 mil-

lion. Even if we have to take an extra day
of the summer session to do that, I think

that it is worthwhile to have all of these bills

properly discussed.

Mr. Kerrio: Properly discussed.

Mr. Swart: I say that this bill—properly

discussed, right. This bill is part of a—

Mr. Martel: Leaves a good deal to be de-

sired.

Mr. Swart: —total transfer package of

funds for the—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The side con-

versations are interrupting. The hon. mem-
ber for Welland-Thorold has the floor.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, this bill is part
of a total transfer package of funds to local

government, a package which I suggest is

very inadequate. Property taxes in 1976 in

this province went up, according to the

Treasurer's own figures, by something like

13.5 per cent.

Of course, he didn't add to that the aver-

age increase in assessment per capita so, in

fact, the average taxpayer, the average prop-

erty owner, had an increase in the amount
that he had to pay of somewhere between
15 and 16 per cent. Even though he may
have added a garage or put aluminum siding

on his house to increase the value of his

house so there was a greater assessment,

the money still had to come out of his pocket
and the average amount he had to pay was
in the neighbourhood of 15 to 16 per cent.

This year, it's perhaps too early to tell the

exact increase in property taxes, but I think

again the Treasurer has estimated it will be

in the neighbourhood of 10 per cent. I have

checked the Niagara region, some eight

municipalities there which have set their

budget and I find that it is just about the

10 per cent.

In fact, the average taxpayer will be pay-

ing slightly more than 10 per cent this year
than he did last year in his property taxes.

I say that's a 10 per cent increase in the
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mill rate. Once again, because there will be

an increase in assessment the property tax-

payer will be paying in the neighbourhood
of 11 or 12 per cent more in dollars in his

property taxes this year than he was last

year. So much for the AIB guidelines, or

any other level of income, or standard of

living, or cost of living that we want to com-

pare it with; it's above all of them.

From 1975 to 1976, the percentage of

household income being paid out in taxes

went up slightly from 2.4 to 2.5 per cent,

and again this is from the Treasurer's own
report. I suggest that this is not a true indi-

cation, because the property tax credit has

not been increased and the facts are that

those on the low income, therefore, had a net

increase in property taxes of substanitally
more than the 15 or 16 per cent in 1976
and substantially more than the 11 to 12 per
cent which they will have this year.

I presented the Treasurer, about a year
ago, with a table that indicated the effects of

not increasing the property tax credit. He
said he would take a look at it but I've heard

nothing from him s'nce that 'time on this

matter. That table showed that for a person
with a $3,000 income, if there was a gross
increase in his taxes of 15 per cent, it would
mean his net increase would be in the neigh-
bourhood of 20 per cent. That holds true

generally across this province, that those in

the lower incomes, because the property tax

credit is not being increased, are paying sub-

stantially higher percentages of net increase

than those in the higher incomes. I suggest
that when we have these kinds of increases

the reverse should be true, that those in the

lower incomes should be paying less.

I'd be glad, again, to supply the Treasurer

with that table if he would like to have it.

The&e increases are entirely due, or almost

entirely due, to the cutback in the transfer

increases to local government. Again, using
the tables of the Treasurer, the increases in

1974 over 1973 were 14.6 per cent. In 1975,
the increases in transfers went up to 24 per
cent. In 1976, they were cut back to 7.9 per
cent and in 1977, to 7.8 per cent. This is

largely what has caused the dramatic increase

in property taxes in 1976 and again this year,
not only is it that cutback, although that is the

major factor, but the reason that many
municipalities have to spend more is because
of the policy of the government of this prov-
ince. I'm not criticizing all of that policy.

Mr. Gregory: I am sure glad you are not.

Mr. Swart: Some of the things which they
have encouraged and in some respects
ordered are things which should be done.
We are having a better sewage treatment

than we were having five or 10 years ago.

Phosphate is being removed, and I don't ob-

ject to this. There are better ways now, but
more costly ways, of solid waste disposal, and
the increase in the Ontario government's
hydro rates have been a factor in the munic-

ipal tax rate. So I say that when municipali-
ties have been forced by the Ontario govern-
ment to increase their expenditures in many
fields, there is some irony about the govern-
ment relatively cutting back the amount of

funds that they are supplying to the munici-

palities.

There's another factor too this year, in the

inadequacy of the transfer payments in this

bill and the general policy. That is that it has
not lived up to the Edmonton commitment
which was given on October 22 and 23, 1973.

The then Treasurer of this province prom-
ised in Edmonton at that time and I quote r

"The Ontario government therefore gives this

guarantee to its local governments: provin-
cial assistance in future years will grow at a

rate not less than the growth rate of Ontario's

total revenues."

Mr. Warner: Hollow words.

Mr. Swart: That was juggled around in a

number of ways in subsequent years and sub-

sequent statements given that year but it

never got lower than the statement that

Ontario's financial transfers to local govern-
ment will grow at the rate of its total

revenues. They took out the words "not less"

but alt least they said it would grow—
Mr. Reid: Is that the Edmonton commit-

ment?

Mr. Swart: —at the rate of its total rev-

enues.

I think we are aware that this year the

Ontario government has withheld $108 mil-

lion of the amount that would have lived

up to that Edmonton commitment. If that

had been paid, perhaps the average property
tax rate in this province would have been no
more than the rates which the AIB allows

with regard to wages-^bult the Ontario gov-
ernment took upon itself to withhold $108
million from the municipalities.

My colleague from Riverdale (Mr. Ren-

wick) made some comment in one of the

debates yesterday that he hoped the six new
members who took the NDP seats would be

speaking on issues and making as much
contribution as the NDP members had. I

would just like to hear—

Mr. Reid: That is not a hard act to follow.

Mr. Pope: Figure it out. They are not

around any more.

Mr. Swart: They will never do it.
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An hon. member: Don't hold your breath
on that one.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.
member has just a moment to go.

•Mr. Swart: But particularly, Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Foulds: Careful now. Don't tease the

bears.

Mr. Havrot: I think that's not the only
contribution you can make.

Mr. Swart: But particularly, Mr. Speaker—
and I have some more things to say so, after

these two—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Swart: But particularly, Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Speaker: May I ask the hon. member

if he has some more remarks?

Mr. Swart: Two sentences by 6 o'clock.

But particularly, Mr. Speaker, 1 would like

to hear the members for Wilson Heights
(Mr. Rotenberg) and for Durham West (Mr.

Ashe), who are member of the Provincial-

Municipal Liaison Committee and who con-
demned the government because it didn't

live up to the Edmonton commitment, speak
on this particular bill.

Mr. Speaker: Any other hon. members to

speak? Will the hon. memer for Windsor-
Walkerville move the adjournment of the
debate?

Mr. Swart: I have another 10 or 15
minutes on a related subject.

Mr. Speaker: Oh, I am sorry. I misunder-
stood the hon. member. I thought he was
finished.

Mr. Swart: No.

Mr. Speaker: Will you move the adjourn-
ment of the debate?

On motion by Mr. Swart, the debate was
adjourned.

Motion agreed to.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

House in committee of the whole.

Mr. Chairman: Members of the committee,
as this is my first opportunity to act as your
chairman af the committee of the whole

House, I would like to take a moment of

the committee's time to thank you sincerely

for tne honour and opportunity of being of

service to you in this capacity.

In the previous Parliament, I enjoyed serv-

ing as chairman of a standing committee and

appreciated the respect of all members ac-

corded the Chair. I look forward of course

to this new session of Parliament and hope
that the duties of this committee will be

carried out in a useful and productive man-
ner. I will do my best to fulfil my duties in

an impartial way and would ask all mem-
bers, and particularly the new members, to

become familiar with the rules of procedure
of the committee. I know if this is done that

the work of the committee will run smoothly,
and in turn benefit the people af the prov-
ince. I look forward to working with all hon.

members and particularly the Deputy Chair-

man, t!he member for Simcoe East ( Mr. G. E.

Smith), who has had previous experience

in this position.

Thank you again for the confidence you
have placed in me as your chairman of the

committee of the whole House.

UNIFIED FAMILY COURT
AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 1, An Act to

amend The Unified Family Court Act, 1976.

Bill 1 reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch the com-
mittee of the whole House reported one bill

without amendment and asked for leave to

sit again.

Motion agreed to.

THIRD READING
The following bill was given third reading

on motion.

Bill 1, An Act to amend The Unified

Family Court Act, 1976.

Tuesday, June 28, 1977

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT
( continued )

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 2, An
Act to amend The Environmental Assessment

Act. 1975.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, my colleague
the member for Scarborough West (Mr.

Lewis) adjourned the debate last evening,
and I would like to continue.

The whole issue which sparked this

amendment to The Environmental Assess-

ment Act is one which 1 recall very clearly.

I happen to have attended the press con-

ference which was held at a hotel not too far

from here over a year ago where Treaty No.
8 revealed to the public at large, for the first

time to my knowledge, what it was that the

government, and in particular the Ministry
of Natural Resources and the then Minister

of Natural Resources (Mr. Bernier) were

planning in collaboration with the Reed Pa-

per Company. I use the word collaboration,

although there are other more sinister words
that would apply.

I can assure you that until that time there

had been no word about it, and there would
have been no announcement by the Ministry

of Natural Resources. Indeed the govern-
ment's response and the minister's response
when that particular news conference was
over was that it Was really all being taken

out of context and exaggerated.
We learned as time went on that this was

not the case, that Treaty No. 9 was abso-

lutely correct and that their worst fears had
a great deal of foundation. The response of

the Minister of Natural Resources at the time

and the Premier (Mr. Davis) was truly

typical. They ran and hid from the issue as

long as they could and denied that that was

being planned. They denied the proposed
contract between Reed and the Ministry of

Natural Resources was going to happen.
But we know now, of course, that it was

about to happen; and we owe, I think, a

tribute of thanks to Treaty No. 9 for having

brought this to public attention. Certainly
it would have only been announced to the

public as a fait accompli had it been left to

the Minister of Natural Resources. It was

only when the pressures increased, and when
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questions were raised here in the Legislature
and in the public at large, that the Minister

of Natural Resources and the Premier were
forced to admit, although they wouldn't agree
to these words, that a sweetheart deal was
indeed being arranged between Reed Paper

Company and the Minister of Natural Re-

sources.

Of course the Minister of Natural Re-

sources reacted in what has become a way
that we expect from him—total capitulation.

We saw it with the whole area of occupa-
tional health, and we saw it again in this

field of environmental assessment for north-

western Ontario. That was the beginning of

the end for Mr. Bernier, although of course

he would not like to admit that.

But the tactics that Mr. Bernier used, Mr.

Speaker, before we could get to this point

where tonight we are debating an amend-
ment to The Environmental Assessment Act,

were indeed shameless. These amendments
are necessary. It's necessary that these amend-
ments be put before this Legislature and

become the law of the province of Ontario in

order that a proper assessment can be done

of the whole Reed Paper proposal in north-

western Ontario.

But I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, and I am
sure you would agree with me, that the

question is not just one of development for

that particular 'area of land. Indeed if you
look at the amendment it makes no reference

whatsoever to the Reed Paper proposal.

Rather it deals with the whole question of

development in northwestern Ontario, or

indeed any other place in the province of

Ontario.

That surely is part of the problem of this

government when it deals with northern

Ontario. For 34 years they have not had

any kind of vision for northern Ontario.

They have had instead a series of rather

opportunistic political reactions to any given
issue. They have had a political response
to every problem in northern Ontario, wheth-
er it is in the northwest, the northeast or

the north in general. One need look no
further than the whole question of develop-
ment in general. If we look at the mining
industry or if we look at the forestry in-

dustry, the same rules are applied by this

government.
This bill requires that there be an in-

quiry under The Environmental Assessment
Act, but I am uneasy about it, Mr. Speaker.
I am uneasy about using The Environmental
Assessment Act to investigatle a specific

problem such as Reed Paper. I can tell you
why I am uneasy. I am worried that this

amendment will mean that The Environ-

mental Assessment Act will be used for a

series of investigations, a series of inquiries

and never allow for a look at the broad

problem of development in northern On-
tario.

There seems to be some kind of myth-

ology about northern Ontario, in the sense

thai if you are not a northern member and

you are speaking about the problems of

northern Ontario you really don't have too

much to say that's valid. Nothing could be

sillier than that approach. When some of my
southern Ontario colleagues were speaking
on this bill there were interjections from
the other parties that they were southern

Ontario members. It seems to me that a

southern Ontario member can have a pretty

good idea as to what kind of development
should occur in the province of Ontario,

just as can a northern Ontario member.
I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that the north

may be different from southern Ontario but

it is not intimidatingly different. It is not

so different that planners and economists can-

not look at northern Ontario in a sense of

what is best, not just for the north but

for all of Ontario. For too long, when
planners and economists have looked at

northern Ontario they have said what is

best for southern Ontario is the way we
develop northern Ontario.

I would not for one minute want you to

take my word for this. May I refer you to

a document that was published by the Sud-

bury Chamber of Commerce called A Profile

in Failure. That document says very well

what we as New Democrats have been say-

ing for many years about the failure of this

government to address itself to the problems
of development in northern Ontario. They
are speaking specifically to northeastern On-

tario, but certainly the same kind of com-
ments could be made about this govern-
ment's attitude to northwestern Ontario or

to northern Ontario in general.
The point that needs to be made is that

the north is big, the north is sparsely popu-
lated, but the north is not so different

from the rest of the province of Ontario. It

consists of thriving cities and communities.
It consists of small towns and small cities,

and it consists of rural areas. What needs to

be done is that this province has to look at

northern Ontario as part of an overall prob-
lem of lopsided development in the province,
and to this date the province has failed to

do that.

I would refer any of the members to the

document put out by the Sudbury and Dis-

trict Chamber of Commerce called A Profile

in Failure. I think what they have to say
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about this government and this government's
attitude towards development and towards

northern Ontario speaks volumes. It is not

often that the New Democrats and the

Chamber of Commerce for a community
can join hands and agree on something as

profoundly as we agreed on their document
A Profile in Failure.

Many of us are dismayed that the future

development of northwestern Ontario may
very well be largely in the hands of the

Minister of Northern Affairs (Mr. Bernier).

That bothers us a great deal. It's one of the

reasons that we support this amendment to

The Environmental Assessment Act. It takes

out of the hands of the Minister of Northern
Affairs any kind of charting of the progress
of the north in the foreseeable future, par-

ticularly in northwestern Ontario.

We are very very worried about the
Minister of Northern Affairs. We know that

when it comes time to chart the future of the
north that the Minister of Northern Affairs

will always use the lowest common de-
nominator when making decisions about the
future of the north, and we are tired of

that kind of approach to development in

northern Ontario. The Minister of Northern
Affairs has lost any kind of credibility he
ever might have had in northern Ontario.
The fact that he has been salvaged from
unemployment by a post in what is called
the Ministry of Northern Affairs doesn't fool

anyone in northern Ontario.

[8:151

As for the fact that he would use such a

thing to—well there are nice terms for it—
but that that minister would run across
northern Ontario saying in reference to the
Reed proposal that the New Democrats and
anyone else who wanted an environmental
assessment done really didn't care about jobs
in northern Ontario is plain and simply dis-

honest. That is not the approach of this party.
We have always said that we believe in the

proper development of northern Ontario,
but not at the expense of the environment,
not at the expense of the native peoples of
northern Ontario and not for the benefit
of the southern part of the province. For the
Minister of Northern Affairs to imply-

Mr. Warner: He is the minister of natural
disasters.

Mr. Laughren: -that we as a party are
more interested in' saving the environment
than we are in jobs is simply not true and
is only giving one half of the equation.
What we are saying is that we are inter-

ested in the development of northern On-
tario, more interested than he is as a matter

of fact, because we have put very clear

alternatives to the development of northern

Ontario, certainly more than this Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) has or this minister ever

has. We are giving clear alternatives to

development in the north, while he goes
across the province fear-mongering, imply-

ing that the New Democrats are not inter-

ested in development or employment in

northern Ontario.

What we are interested in is creating

employment, but creating good employment
and creating employment which at the same
time protects the rights of native people
and protects the environment, the rather

fragile environment that exists in many parts

of northern Ontario. Nowhere is that better

exemplified than in northwestern Ontario

where he was prepared to go into an area

with very little concern for the whole re-

generative process of our forest industries

and give away a large part of this province

to Reed Paper, whose record is not some-

thing I am proud of, which they indeed

should not be proud of and which the min-

ister as a matter of fact should be ashamed

at because he is the steward of our re-

sources.

It bothers me a great deal that that par-

ticular minister has been the steward of our

resources for so long. It's no coincidence

that such an agreement—call it a memoran-

dum of understanding if you wish, Mr.

Speaker-was being negotiated behind closed

doors when that particular minister was

doing the negotiating.

That particular minister has yet to nego-

tiate with an open door and it won't change

as long as he sits in the front row of the

Conservative government in the province

of Ontario. He bothers us a great deal. That

is the Minister of Northern Affairs. He is-

no, I won't say it.

Mr. Warner: Why not?

Mr. Laughren: I am pleased, in a sense,

we have reached the stage in which we
are debating in the Legislature an amend-

ment to The Environment Assessment Act,

prompted by the whole question of develop-

ment in a part of Ontario which has never

had a proper environmental assessment

study done. I'm pleased the Hartt inquiry

is going to happen. As I said earlier, I'm

worried they might get into the position of

having to respond more to presentations

than to go out in an aggressive fashion

and conduct an inquiry more along the lines

of the Berger inquiry, where the inquiry

itself was the aggressor as opposed to re-
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teiving briefs and commenting on briefs

presented to them.

Finally, I hope when the inquiry is being
conducted by Chief Justice Hartt it will

establish its priorities early. My own pri-

orities would be, first of all, the whole

question of native rights in that part of

northwestern Ontario which my colleague
from Port Arthur (Mr. Foulds) outlined, I

thought, very succinctly, last night in this

chamber. I hope that the chief justice will

read those remarks because I think that

has to be our number one priority.

Secondly, there is the whole question of

resources and their regeneration, and we
are talking about forests. That surely has

to be secondary in importance, but never-

theless extremely important because the

foresters in the province of Ontario expres-
sed very grave concern about then. These
are professional foresters who know very
well how fragile even a renewable re-

source such as forests can be if it is not

treated properly. I must say it takes an
unusual government to turn a renewable
resource into an unrenewable one, but this

government is capable of that act. That's

another reason why we are in favour of this

amendment to The Environmental Assess-

ment Act and for the whole inquiry being
established.

Finally, we hope that the chief justice will

look at the whole question of economic de-

velopment in northwestern Ontario. Some day
I hope this government will move to establish

some land of strategy, not just for northern
Ontario but for all of Ontario, keeping in

mind that there are unique resources in

northern Ontario that are not present in the

southern part of the province, and that this

will allow us for the first time to have a

strategy for development for all of Ontario,

keeping in mind the particular assets of the
north so that not only the south benefits from
the riches of the north but the north benefits

as well.

Some day, Mr. Speaker, perhaps at one of

your receptions, I could get you in a corner
and you could explain to me how it is that

we still have in the province of Ontario—only
In the north as far as I know—such things as

community taps for towns of 800 people.

Somebody's going to have to explain that to

me. I don't know whether there are any com-

munity taps up in the area of the Reed Paper
proposal-

Mr. Lewis: That's not a wiretap.

Mr. Laughren: No, it's not a wiretap.

Mr. Cunningham: That is a public trough.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I can see the wavelength

you are on.

Mr. Laughren: As a matter of fact, the

Minister of the Environment (Mr. Kerr) under-

stands that issue very well.

Mr. Lewis: It's like the Minister of Energy's
verbal facility—a running tap.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I can see the wave

length you are on.

Mr. Laughren: I want to tell the Minister

of the Environment that it's too late for him

now. When the community tap was put into

Gogama, they built a statue of the Minister

of Agriculture and Food (Mr. W. Newman)
and incorporated the tap into the statue.

Mr. Warner: Tell him where.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I put a sewer into that

community.

Mr. Laughren: You'll just have to eat your
heart out. Let us hope there dawns in the

province of Ontario a realization by people
that the day is gone when you can draw
those kinds of lines about the standard of

living and about the quality of life in this

province and say to 800 people in a com-

munity in the north that they will live with a

community tap. That is simply not acceptable.

Mr. Speaker, I notice you're looking a little

edgy at that talk about a community tap

under The Environmental Assessment Act, but

I want to tell you that's the kind of thing

that needs to be looked at and that this

Environmental Assessment Act amendment
will not allow to happen. I'm nervous about

this Environmental Assessment Act being used

for a specific proposal such as Reed Paper. I

don't want to be contradictory about it be-

cause there did need to be an environmental

assessment study done or an inquiry held on

the whole Reed proposal but the need for an

inquiry into the whole question of develop-
ment in northwestern Ontario goes much
broader than what is happening with that

Reed Paper proposal.
I understand the kinds of problems that

Chief Justice Hartt is going to have as he

conducts the study. I sympathize with him
on the problems he's going to have. We just

hope he can get on with it as quickly as

possible and that he can be aggressive about

it without taking an undue length of time.

I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, that we in

this party will be following the progress of

that inquiry very closely and encouraging an

aggressive attitude being taken towards the

Reed Paper proposal so that we can once

and for all, hopefully, settle whether or not

there is a sane kind of development that can

occur in that particular part of the province.
We have our suspicions and doubts, certainly
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about the memorandum of understanding that

was signed by the then Minister of Natural

Resources, but we are still at this point in

time encouraging the passing of this Environ-
mental Assessment Act amendment and en-

couraging Chief Justice Hartt to get on with
this study.

Mr. S. Smith: I wish to speak briefly. We
welcome the inquiry that's to be conducted

by Mr. Justice Hartt. We are of the opinion
it is high time that there be developed a

policy toward the development of the re-

source base of the province, particularly the

growth and then the decline of one-industry

towns, the need to recognize the enormous

impact that this has environmentally in a
narrow sense and on the social environment
of people. We hope that's what will come
out of his inquiry.
We have to recognize that the days when

governments can conduct their negotiations
with large or small companies in secrecy
and then hope to spring agreements on the

people of Ontario, those days, thankfully,
are over. We now have to act in the light
of day with full public input wherever that's

possible.

I believe that the native peoples have had
their confidence damaged very badly by the
secret negotiations which preceded the revel-

ations regarding the Reed deal. Certainly,
in my conversations with people from Treaty
No. 9, they've indicated to me a real feeling
of shock and disbelief that their interests

and their persons would have been totally

ignored in the course of negotiations which
went on in great secrecy.

I feel that if Mr. Justice Hartt is to succeed
in his inquiry, and we all hope that he does,
he is going to need, above all, the confidence
of the native peoples, the people of Treaty
No. 9. It is obvious to us, from conversa-
tions we have had, that the people of Treaty
No. 9 are looking a little to the south to
the treatment that has been meted out to
the people of Whitedog, the people of

Crassy Narrows and the people of Treaty No.
3.

We believe that one of the important
things that this government must do, in

association with setting up the inquiry by
Mr. Justice Hartt, is win back the confidence
of the native peoples. We have suggested, for

instance, that there be an agreement similar
to the northlands agreement signed in Mani-
toba, whereby considerable federal and
provincial sums would be devoted to the
rehabilitation of various industrial possibili-
ties among the native peoples. We have
suggested that the tragedies which have been
occurring in area after area where native

persons are involved—the tragedies of the

disappearance of their traditional lifestyles,

the inability of the traditional lifestyles and
traditional occupations to support the large

population; the social deterioration which,
sadly, has been documented from time to

time, along with health deterioration—these

things are a blight. They are a blight on our
own conscience and, as people who are

intrested in government in Ontario, we have
to correct this and our native peoples most

certainly have to be given the consideration

that has long been due them.
I feel, particularly, that if there are jobs

to be created with development, these jobs

ought to go, first and foremost, to native

persons. It's not enough to expect that they
will be able to continue their livelihood of

hunting and fishing in most areas because,

frankly, even where the waters are not

polluted that has not been sufficient for these

people. They know that. But I think it's

very important that we consider, not just
the large timber rights but things like the

small sawmill operation and the wild rice

crop. Many of these things have been de-
tailed so well by the former holder of this

position, Leader of the Opposition, the

present leader of the New Democratic Party
(Mr. Lewis). I certainly feel that we, as

Ontarians, have this obligation to be certain

that what jobs are created are created with-

out disturbing the physicial environment un-

duly and without ruining the social environ-

ment, and that these jobs are made available,
first of all, to the native peoples.
One very important way that we can gain

the confidence of native peoples everywhere,
and particularly in Treaty No. 9, is to be
much fairer in our dealings with the native

peoples who have suffered so much on

Whitedog and Grassy Narrows. I feel that

these people have asked, very reasonably,
not for very much. But one of the things

they've asked for is the chance to save the

lives of the fishing guides, the wives of the

fishing guides and the children of the fishing

guides. They have asked for this and they
have said that these lives, at present in

danger, can be saved if there is a ban on
sport fishing in the English and Wabigoon
Rivers system. I can tell you, Mr. Speaker,
from conversations I have had with both
the chief of Whitedog and the chief of

Grassy Narrows, that the refusal of the

government to accede to these demands has
caused a tremendous gulf to occur in their

ability to trust the government, in their

ability to believe in the kinds of institutions

which we in the government set up.

[8:30]
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I think therefore it is exceedingly impor-
tant that we accede to the particular wish

which they have expressed, which is the

wish to have sport fishing banned on the

English and Wabigoon Rivers system. I feel

it's a reasonable request. I have gone into

this in great detail elsewhere; I don't see any
need to go into it at great length at this

moment. But if we want the Hartt inquiry
to succeed and we all most earnestly do, we
have to show some measure of good faith,

some measure of genuine interest in the

native peoples. Surely we can accede to the

one thing they have been asking for, the one

thing which would show that we are truly

prepared to make the sacrifices we have to

make to try to make good the damage which
our society has inflicted upon these native

persons.
So I want to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that

when this goes to committee—and I hope it

will go to committee; we intend to ask for

that—that I intend to introduce at that point
an amendment to section 2 of The Environ-
mental Assessment Amendment Act which is

before us now. In that amendment I will at

that time be asking to delete the words "it

receives royal assent" and add the words

"following the implementation of a ban on

sport fishing on the English-Wabigoon Rivers

system."
I realize I will have time then to debate

it and I will not act out of order by debat-

ing it now. Let me just say, however, as a
means of drawing the attention of the House
to this amendment which we will be bring-

ing forward, the effect of such an amend-
ment would be to prevent the Hartt inquiry
from going forward until the necessary step
which we think is required to get the re-

quired confidence of the native peoples, until

that step has also been taken—that is a ban
on sport fishing on the English and Wabi-
goon Rivers system. We look forward to the
committee in order to debate that particular
item.

Therefore I draw my remarks to a close

by saying we are very interested in the

inquiry. We hope it will go forward. We
want to create the best possible conditions
for it. We want to be certain that the native

persons have trust and confidence in the

inquiry. We feel it's about time that this

government recognized the need to respond
to the native peoples of Ontario. Particularly
since the government is in a minority situa-

tion, we feel it's about time they recognized
that they are going to have to do something
they may not have intended to do or may
not prefer to do, although I am told that
some members of the cabinet would prefer
to do this. Others would not.

In any event, we will have our opportunity
to debate that later on. That's the sum total

of the remarks I care to make this evening
until committee and I shall speak again in

committee and propose this amendment.
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Renwick: With the becoming modesty
of a person from the south, I intend to speak

laconically about this proposed amendment.
I welcome of course any comments that any
members from the north may wish to make
about the affairs of the riding of Riverdale.

I need a lot of help in there because I have
sat in opposition to a Tory government for

13 years representing that riding and I want
to say that if perhaps people in the north

have some qualms about listening to me
speak about their affairs, I welcome any sup-

port I may possibly get in Riverdale—for

example, about a GO Transit station at de
Grassi Street or any of those important mat-
ters which relate to the God-fearing, tax-

paying people of Riverdale.

First of all I want to say to the Leader of

the Opposition (Mr. S. Smith) that we have
received notice of the intended amendment
and that will have careful consideration by
our caucus to determine what action we
should take to it. But I did want to speak
to my fellow southerner, the Minister of the

Environment (Mr. Kerr), about the bill

which he is proposing to us. I want to share

with him a certain apprehension I have
about the tone of the debate last night and

perhaps a bit of the tone of the debate to-

night as reflected in the remarks of the

Leader of the Opposition—but particularly
last night. I am concerned, and I express this

concern to the minister about the work that

was done—I agree it was done by concerned

persons in this assembly—but I think it's fair

to say that it was done under the thrust and

leadership of the leader of the New Demo-
cratic Party to get the government to con-

sider the appointment of this kind of a com-
mission to look at northern Ontario on the

vexed question of environment protection
and development. Now because of the elec-

tion—and it's reflected in what took place last

night—the mood and the style and the tone

of what we were talking about have changed.
I think it has something to do with the

switch in the seats in the north. I think the

members of the government, particuarly the

Minister of Natural Resources (Mr. F. S.

Miller), the Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes)
and the Minister without Portfolio (Mr.

Henderson) are all determined, to the extent

it is possible to do so, that there will be a

Hartt commission, but a very truncated one,

one that will be under intense pressure to
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report very quickly and get the job done, so

that the forces of development will over-

come the forces of those who want a more
moderate development and a carefully con-

structed protection of what everyone, I be-

lieve, considers to be a fragile environment.

I heard those tones within the remarks
made by the member for Rainy River (Mr.

Reid), I heard somewhat the same remarks,
undertone or current, in the remarks made
by the member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan) and
I certainly heard it in the interjections and
the comments that were made by members
of the government parity, particularly the

member for Fort William (Mr. Hennessy)
when he spoke briefly about it last night. So
I think we have an ongoing question of

principle before the assembly, where the

pendulum will continue to swing, I assume,

long after any of us here have vacated the

place. That is: How do you balance off and
have the benefits of environmental protection,

staged development, rejuvenation of renew-
able resources, careful use and exploitation
of non-renewable resources and protection
of the native peoples? How do you have all

of those things in the face of an economy that

is demanding there be jobs, that jobs be

created, that development go on unimpeded
in the style in which the Tory government
and the predecessor governments in Ontario
have had their version of development in the

north?

That battle is still going on. II think that

we on balance remain where we are on that

issue; that is that we want a carefully under-
stood and studied modulation of the develop-
ment of the northern part of Ontario in a way
which is best suited to the whole of the

province. In that way, I have as much in-

terest as any other member.
I want to say to the minister that I am

rather concerned and I think I should share
this with the leader of the Liberal Party as
to whether or not there isn't going to come
about at this point in time a significant delay
in the implementation of the appointment
of Mr. Justice Hartt as the commissioner or
the person to carry to carry out this inquiry.
This is the first concern I want to have.

I want to express my approval, if I may, of
the form which the minister has taken to

introduce this amendment and to bring the

possibility of the Creation of the commission
within the framework of The Environmental
Assessment Act. I was concerned for some
time as to whether or not it might not have
been best, rather than to have a continuing
amendment of The Environmental Assess-
ment Act, to have introduced a separate and
special bill to deal with this matter, to put
the terms of reference right in the Ml, have

the commissioner appointed under the bill

and have it dealt with that way, rather than
to have a generalized Part I/H introduced
into the bill, which will be there for some
considerable time, and then have terms of

reference by order in council appointing the

commissioner.

II think if one lived in a black and white
world I would have preferred the other

alternative, that is a special bill to cover those

particular questions. But I am satisfied with
the way in which this amendment is drawn
and I'm satisfied with the language of it.

Despite some comments that were made, I

believe by the member for London Centre

(Mr. Peterson), I'm pleased to see that it

hasn't just been thrown under the Public

Inquiries Act. I share what I believe to be
the concerns of counsel for the ministry that

The Public Inquiries Act has some archaisms
in it and some antiquated provisions which
are not particularly appropriate.

So within those limits Im rather pleased
with the way in which the minister has

chosen to amend the statute. I'm particularly

pleased that this method incorporates a
matter which we discussed at some length
when the bill was in committee in its original
form, when we were trying to deal with this

vexed question of who interested persons are

for the purpose of making representations
before anyone appointed under the Act.

So I'm satisfied with the legal framework.
I do hope that the very fact that there are

provisions for stated cases and for objec-

tions, and God forbid that I should use the

phrase, committing people for contempt, that

those will not be used or not be necessary.
I hope that all persons interested will be
interested in furthering the purpose of the

inquiry and not be raising the usual legal
obstacles to any successful conclusions to

its work.
But I want now to come to what I take to

be—and we have the advantage in our caucus
of an exchange of views with Mr. Justice
Hartt on these questions—as to just what the

purpose was. The amendment to the bill

permits a very wide-ranging inquiry to be

appointed. The wide-ranging inquiry is going
to be appointed and Mr. Justice Hartt is

going to be the commissioner. My concern,

strangely enough, isn't what we want but
how do you fit it in within the lifetime of
Mr. Justice Hartt or any of his lineal suc-

cessors in order to complete the work which
is envisaged if the terms of reference are

taken at their face value.

I think the resolution that we in this

caucus would like to see is that what we are

really asking or telling Mr. Justice Hartt—and
I suppose in a sense I'm speaking directly to
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him in absentia—about what we believe should

be done, and I'm certain he'll do it in his

own way. I think that he should) take as the

major focus of the question which this assem-

bly is asking him to be that when any de-

velopmental project from now until the year
2000 or thereafter comes forward for con-

sideration by the government, from private

industry or from the public sector, that the

result of the commission will be to establish

the kind of procedures and guidelines and
methods of assessment which each and every

development will be subjected to, so that we
will have an overall framework within which
we can approach the question of approval or

disapproval of individual developmental pro-

jects in the north.

I think the only way that one can deal

with that kind of question is for him to use

a certain limited number of projects which
are under consideration or on the horizon

for the purpose of focusing attention on the

more generalized conclusions which he would
have to recommend for all projects at all

times so far as we can foresee them.

[8:45]

He should use, for example, the Reed Paper
project as typical of what used to be done.
It may well be that he must consider a num-
ber of other vital problems that have to be
concerned. I have spoken and others more

intimately involved and more closely con-

nected can speak to it. But I think we have
to renegnotiate Treaty No. 9 to which the

province of Ontario and the federal govern-
ment and the Indian communities around' the

James Bay are party, because that in my view
is an iniquitous treaty and needs renegotia-
tion. I would hope that he would lead the

way toward pointing out the ways in which

appropriate changes could be made with re-

spect to the relationship between the native

peoples and their land and how they are to

benefit in the course of developmental pro-

jects which may be undertaken.

We have, of course, the smaller question
of the lignite deposit at Onakawana. We have
also I am told the question of the deposits at

St. Joseph. Therefore, that kind of question
may very well be the kind of typical cases

which the commissioner can analyse for the

purpose, not just of those specific projects,
but for laying out a method by which, over
a period of time, each and every projected
and anticipated development in the north can
be successfully assessed and valued and
equated to the social, economic, political and
cultural needs of that part of Ontario and, in

saying that, for the whole of the province of

Ontario.

I think it is possible within that framework
for the commissioner with care, which I know
he will give to the matter, with an expert

staff, which I know will be available to him
but with a carefully constrained area of

operation for his commission, may well be

able to move relatively expeditiously to deal

with certain aspects of the problems.

I would assume, and I am sure the minister

would confirm, that it is not necessarily a

one-report-only operatian. It may well be

that certain aspects of his work can be the

subject of a series of reports over a period of

time, rather than to impress upon the com-

missioner that yes he must report and be

finished within two years or three years.

I want to say what must now be obvious

to all of us, that what is known colloquially

as the Berger commission of course was re-

lated to a specific project—that is whether or

not there should be a pipeline down the

Mackenzie Valley. And in a funny way the

work of the Berger commission, whether it is

implemented in these recommendations or

not, has suddenly led everybody to sort of

shy away from the Mackenzie Valley, but to

say now we can do it more easily down the

Trans-Canada Highway. Instead of taking

two or three years we can do it in two or

three months and we appoint a representa-

tive person such as Dean Lysyk to carry out

the study.

I want to make it clear to the minister that

is not what we are talking about. We are

not talking about Mr. Justice Hartt dealing

only with the Reed project and then coming

up and saying whether that is a good project

or not. It may or may not be, but I want

him to use it simply for the purpose of typify-

ing and symbolizing the kind of way in which

development projects will be examined and

assessed in the future from all points of view.

Therefore, it seems to me—I hope I am

wrong—but I would hope that what we have

been trying to say in this debate will main-

tain the balance that existed with respect to

die concern in the assembly about the vexing

problem of development on the one hand

and environmental protection on the other,

including all of the questions which we raised'

throughout the whole of the questions and

answers and debates and changes, gradual

changes, in the government policies from the

time when the Reed project was first con-

ceived in the brain of the president of Reed

and the brain of the then Minister of Na-

tural Resources, until we got to this point.

I don't want the Reed project to impinge

upon and dictate the terms of the Hartt

commission. As I say I can see, and I can

sense in the air, an endeavour to gradually
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restrict the conception of the Hartt com-
mission back to just the Reed Paper project

because of the immediate success, obviously,

of the rather crass policy of the Minister

of Northern Affairs and the Minister of

Housing and the Minister without Port-

folio in the course of the last election when
the question of let's get on with it, let's

gel on with the developments, let's get the

jobs created, let's get all of that done, and

in a sense weighing the balance against the

kind of environmental concerns which the

minister has. The minister, being the frank

person he is, doesn't hide the problem that

there are real divisions within the cabinet.

Obviously there must be real divisions every-
where on this vexed question of how you
go about a modulated and moderate devel-

opment of the north in an intelligent and
sensible way, in an overall way.
Mr. Nixon: The minister is going to sup-

port our amendment.

Mr. Renwick: It seems to me, for ex-

ample, that we are going to have to face,

somewhere before the turn of the century
the questions—and I don't pretend to know
anything about them, as they are just words
to me—of the polar gasline down through
there; we are going to have to face before

the turn of the century what, if any, inter-

est—and it has no present jurisdiction—does

the province of Ontario have under James
Bay should any significant mineral or other

deposits be found under James Bay.

We've got to deal with the question of

Treaty No. 9; and to the extent that it is

within our power with the North-West

Angle Treaty. We are going to have to

deal, as the select committee on hydro rates

indicated, with the whole question of the

capacity or possibility of the large rivers

flowing into James Bay being an additional

source of hydro-electric power in the prov-
ince. We are going to have to deal with

the poisoning of the English-Wabigoon
Rivers system. We are going to have to deal

with how to replace the economic environ-

ment of the native communities in that area,

those who live within that framework of that

economy, and how we are going to replace
the economic conditions for them in the

least insidious way with respect to the

destruction of their way of life and their

background and culture, which at this point
in time is quite tenuous and to which we
all are extremely sensitive.

So I am just really saying to the minister,

please let's not at the beginning start to

think about the Hartt commission as having

only a short lifetime or having a limited

mandate, even though the terms of refer-

ence of that mandate may be very broad
and very wide, because he, the commis-

sioner, will obviously be looking to the

government-
Mr. Sargent: Quit wandering and cut it

down to 18 minutes.

Mr. Renwick: —and I hope will be look-

ing as well to what has been said in this

assembly about the way in which he should

go about the selection of the way in which
he studies these various problems. I would
like some indication from the minister, for

example, that yes, he does envisage a series

of reports from the commissioner, that those

reports will deal with the commissioner's

selection of areas of concern-

Mr. Sargent: You talk too long. Crystallize

the deaL

Mr. Renwick: —and that over a period of

time it will be possible as a result of this

commission to know how we go about that

question of a careful and moderate and
modulated development of the north which
will ensure and maximize the economic

development of the north consistent with

all of the trite things that can be said but

must be said about the protection of the

cultural, social, economic and other parts

of that particular vast extent of northern

Ontario. I hope in due course the minister

might respond to those comments.

Mr. Nixon: I wanted to speak briefly on

the amendment that is before us. Certainly

we on this side favour the amendment as it

is established, and particularly the appoint-

ment of Mr. Justice Hartt, who attended

our caucus as well as the NDP caucus to

indicate his views and to answer questions

which I thought was a very intelligent step

for him to! take under the circumstances. It

is imperative, I believe, that all parties sup-

port the concept of this review. It is to be

hoped that his recommendations will not

be too long in the offing and that the House
can proceed with any ancillary legislation

in order to act upon his basic recommen-
dations.

I am sorry the Minister of Northern Af-

fairs (Mr. Bernier) is not in the House at

this time because it must obviously concern

him, as much as the Minister of the En-
vironment (Mr. Kerr), that this bill receive

approval on all sides of the House.

I hope the establishment of this chairman-

ship under The Environmental Assessment Act

does not mean that the government is not

going to undertake, let's say an investigation

or at least a review of the affairs in the

northern part of the province by the mem-
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bers themselves. As the hon. Minister of the

Environment must surely recall, on previous
occasions, usually following a general elec-

tion, there was an opportunity given to all

members of the Legislature to travel into

northern Ontario to meet not only those

people involved in the business of develop-
ment but those in municipal affairs and the

native people as well, and not in the rari-

fied 'atmosphere of the committee rooms of

Queen's Park but in their own communities.

While it doesn't appear that very many
people on the government benches are lis-

tening to my remarks I would certainly hope
that some of their multitudinous assistants

will bring to their attention that at least this

member of the opposition is very much in

favour indeed of the private members of

the Legislature having an opportunity to

travel into the north, even to the area

covered by the ambit of the responsibilities
we hope to give Mr. Justice Hartt, to see

for ourselves what is happening in the native

communities and to see for ourselves the re-

sources which we may be asked to sign
over to the development of one company
or another in the future.

I believe that we, as members of the

Legislature, do not abdicate all of our

responsibilities if this bill carries and Mr.

Justice Hartt accepts the responsibilities that

we hope will be laid on his shoulders. There
is no doubt that his review of this matter
will take many months. As a matter of fact,

I am afraid it might take many years. 1

would hope, whether or not there is going
to be development in that area, that it is not

going to be unduly postponed by the dis-

courses and the hearings that undoubtedly
will be a major part of this assessment.

The minister indicated, as have various

statements, that the terms of reference for

Mr. Justice Hartt will be everything north
of the French River or north of a certain

parallel, including all of the northern part
of the province. As a result, there are many
problems which certainly will be submitted
to him. The member for Riverdale (Mr.
Renwick) who is no longer in the House this

evening, has indicated some of those, such
as the development of the lignite deposits
south of Moosonee and certain other de-

posits which lie in the public domain and
which must concern us all as far as the tim-

ing and the importance of their development
is concerned.

We have heard of the inadequate res-

ponse, I suppose, to the rights of the native

people in the north by both the government
of Canada, which is primary in this regard,

and the government of this province. I've

been reading a number of articles recently
on the role the government of the United

States of America has played in meeting the

demands of the native people of the state

of Alaska. As most hon. members would

know, not only were large territories set

aside for the exclusive use of the natives

but a payment of $1 billion to the native

community over a period of years was ar-

rived at in order to set at rest once and for

all the claims from the native communities

as to the use of the territories involved. I

believe this is the sort of thing that faces

us.

I'm sure you 'at least are interested in

my remarks, Mr. Speaker, even if my whip is

not, but it seems to me that there is an

example even closer to home in the position

taken by the province of Quebec in dealing

with the native peoples in the northern part

of that province in which, after careful

deliberation, the so-called National Assembly
of the province of Quebec has agreed to a

rather generous payment to the native people
to—I suppose expunge is not the right word
to use in this regard, but at least to meet

the statements, the feelings and the chal-

lenges, legal and otherwise, made by the

native peoples in that regard. Whether or not

that is completely satisfactory to both parties,

I am not in a position to say. But we in

this province have really done nothing to

meet these challenges, legal and otherwise,

in the northern part of the province of

Ontario.

[9:00]

Many members of this House and cer-

tainly most citizens of Ontario—or most citi-

zens of Canada living in Ontario—are not

aware of the tremendous expanse of terri-

tory that is a part of the province of On-

tario in those northern reaches. Someone

pointed out to me once that if the map of

the province were cut out of cardboard and

you were to balance it on your finger, the

fulcrum would be somewhere around Kapus-

kasing. In other words, there is as much

territory north of Kapuskasing as there is

south. When you think of how far some of

us feel we have travelled when we go to

Kapuskasing on matters public and other-

wise, then it really is an impressive concept

when you think of all of that territory north

of Kapuskasing which is certainly contested

as far as the legal rights for development
are concerned.

So I would think that aside from the

development of the forest resources of the

territory that the government wanted to

sign over to Reed Paper some months ago,
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the tremendous responsibility for Mr. Hartt

to give recommendations to this govern-
ment and its successors as to the status and
the stance that must be recognized is some-

thing that must really impress; us all.

So to return to my first point, I would

hope that those members of the govern-
ment who would have responsibility in this

connection would undertake to see that dur-

ing the course of this investigation there will

be an opportunity for the members of the

Legislature to travel, hopefully in a large

group, into the north to meet with those

people involved in the development of our

resources, the mining and forest resources

particularly. They should be able to meet
with those people who have municipal

responsibilities, and as important as any
other to meet with the native people in their

own stamping ground.

I notice the Minister of Agriculture and
Food (Mr. W. Newman) is somewhat amused

by this suggestion. As a matter of fact, when
I first got to know him, he and I and a

number of other members of the Legislature

were on just such a tour of northern On-
tario. We were meeting with the native

people on fishing rights, as I understand.

From the camp of the white man, a member
of our party, as I recall—small "p" party,

that is, made up of all members of the

Legislature—had commandeered a boat and

gone over to the Indian village and through
a most amazing feat of daring had returned

with an armful of lake trout, the like of

which you, Mr. Speaker, have1 never seen

before.

An hon. member: With respect.

Mr. Nixon: With respect, with respect.
The fact that some of the Indians were
behind him in a boat waving their paddles
and shotguns has probably nothing to do
with the outcome of the situation. I would

say to you, Mr. Speaker—you no doubt were
there—that we were extremely well received

by all parties and the fish was delicious. If

it weren't for the native people to catch it,

we would have starved and that's a fact.

An hon. member: You're your own liquor
control board.

Mr. Nixon: I'm disappointed that the
member for the new Ministry of Northern
Affairs is not here. The first time I ever
met him was when, as a member of the

Legislature, I was on one of these northern

fact-finding tours and we were travelling

through the main street of the town of

Hudson, which at that time was not even
paved. I believe it was Mr. Robarts who
was the Premier—Prime Minister, as he liked

to call himself at the time—and he was

travelling in the lead limousine—the rest of

us were coming along in school buses, as I

recall. There was a banner across the main
street of Hudson saying: "Welcome to the

members of the Legislature. Mr. Robarts,
we need housing." And there beside the

banner, waving his arms and saying hello

to all the Tories, was "Leo Berni-ay," as

we called him then. It's Bernier; Bernier,

yes; but we called him "Berni-ay" then.

Mr. Roy: Now that he has become
governor.

Mr. Nixon: We all stopped and we de-

bussed, or de-limousined depending upon
our status, and we gathered around Mr.
Bernier. He indicated how important it was
that housing was brought into Hudson. To
be fair, I have to tell all the details, be-

cause at that time the constituency was
represented by a Liberal, as I recall—or

there was a by-election pending, perhaps
that was it.

An hon. member: And we won the seat

at both of them.

Mr. Nixon: Bob Gibson, a fine gentleman
indeed, was elected on January 18, 1962.

Mr. Lewis: You remember that date?

Mr. Nixon: I remember very well. There

was Mr. Bernier; he was keeping store at

the time. They sold groceries and rubber

boots, as I recall, but he made quite an

impression.

Mr. Reid: Not necessarily in that order.

Mr. Nixon: It was a tremendously in-

vigorating experience, as the Minister of

Agriculture and Food can testify.

Mr. Roy: How many of those trips did

you go on?

Mr. Nixon: I was on several and there are

a lot of things about the north that I don't

know yet. Like the member for Riverdale,

there are a few details that escaped us both.

But I'll tell you, on that occasion, I believe

the Lands and Forests air force was put at

our disposal—those planes that were not in

use by the cabinet ministers. They had a

tremendous armada of something like 15

planes, mosdy those old Otters with the

double wings that flapped, you may recall,

and one great big motor on the front that

thrashed away like mad. We were taken up
to Trout Lake. We slept in the schoolhouse,
as I recall, and we met with the Indian

leaders there and, of course, the leaders of

the Anglican church.

Mr. Breithaupt: It was possible to tell

the difference?
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Mr. Nixon: You'd better believe it. There
was a line drawn down the main street-

no, that's not true; as a matter of fact we
had an excellent time there and we certainly
received a lot of information on and hospi-

tality of that part of northwestern Ontario.

We went on to Port Severn, which is

about as far as you can go if you want to

stay in Ontario—and who doesn't? Actually
we were all supposed to fly into some place
called Attawapiskat. There was a time when
I didn't pronounce that correctly and per-

haps the Conservative House leader would
like to try.

Mr. Cunningham: That was before Pat

Reid's time.

Mr. Nixon: But as a matter of fact Mr.

Speaker you may recall the situation because
as we left Port Severn the reports came in

from the communications service that Atta-

wapiskat was pretty well socked in with bad
weather, and so only one plane could go in,

because of course the people there had
prepared to receive the delegation to express
their views about northern development
which is after all, Mr. Speaker, what we're

talking about. So it was decided that only
one plane could go in. The then Minister
of Lands and Forests was a gentleman
named Kelso Roberts, much respected by
members on all sides. He almost became
Premier; and who knows, if he had, how
things might have been different, but he
didn't quite make it.

Mr. Breithaupt: The Tory delegates had a

problem in spelling.

Mr. Nixon: That's right. Anyway, Mr.
Roberts would have to go into Attawapiskat
and I think the hon. member for York South

(Mr. MacDonald) might recall this because
I believe we drew cards from a deck as to

who would fly along with the minister. Any-
way, the member for York South had prob-
ably arranged, in his usual way, to be in-

cluded in the trip. I drew a card, and my
God it was the ace of spades and I thought:
"Well, this may be the end of a political
career."

Mr. MacDonald: The leaders went along.

Mr. Nixon: But we flew into Attawapiskat
and there we were received by the Roman
Catholic clergy. There was no fooling around,
because they not only had a bell in the
church but they had loudspeakers, so that
when the priest in charge there, an excellent

gentleman whose name eludes me at the

moment, wanted the people to come to meet
this delegation he rang the bell and got on
the blower in the Cree language, I believe,
and the Indian people came in and gave us

a royal welcome indeed. They had beans,
bacon and homemade bread for, I guess,
about 50; and the Minister of Lands and

Forests, the member for York South and
the then member for Brant cleaned up on
most of it, as I recall.

Mr. Reich There was no shortage of gas,
I presume.

Mr. Nixon: Hardly any shortage at all.

I simply bring this to your attention, Mr.

Speaker, to indicate that these are fond
memories of mine. While the House leader

for the government might not consider it

helpful, I would recommend very strenu-

ously to him, if he has any voice at all in

cabinet—and I have never seen it demon-
strated so far—that he see to it that there

is an opportunity for the members of this

House, many of whom have never be«n

past Gravenhurst or even Orillia, to go into

the north and see what's there, to see the

attitudes of the people. It is just a little bit

different even than the attitudes of the

people of South Dumfries, strong and forth-

right though they are.

I would also like to say, as far as the

review of these matters by Mr. Justice

Hartt is concerned, my leader has made it

eminently clear that we hope not only will

this review take place but that it will be

predicated upon the confidence that the

native people will have in this House and

diis government and the review as constitu-

ted by the Act of this Legislature. I believe

the amendment he has been referring to,

which we will be debating later, is one

which can accomplish this and one which

surely the Minister of the Environment

above all other cabinet ministers will be

able to support.

I remember very clearly his stating in his

own forthright way during the election cam-

paign that he for one felt that the English
and Wabigoon systems should have been

closed, but it was not possible for him to

convince his recalcitrant colleagues to go

along with him. It is not often that this

kind of insight into the problems that cabinet

ministers face is made public, but it's the

sort of thing which surely can now be put
to some sort of a test in this House.

Mr. Roy: We will support the Minister of

the Environment.

Mr. Nixon: I must say this because a few

days ago I found the money necessary to

purchase a copy of George Hutchinson's

book Grassy Narrows, which is a very inter-

esting book indeed, well written and with

good photographs in it. I am sure that it's

a service to the broad community indeed
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that this book was published. I noticed there

is even a blurb in support of it from the

member for York South, who is also ex-

tensively quoted from time to time in the

book.

Mr. MacDonald: I read it before it was

published.

Mr. Lewis: Sc are you.

Mr. Nixon: Well of course, why not? As

a matter of fact he quotes extensively from
all sides. One of the things really came back

to me as I read the excerpts from Hansard

having to do with the original question from

our good friend Mr. Burr, the former mem-
ber for Windsor-Riverside, which even ac-

cording to Mr. Burr, was a shot in the dark.

He asked: "Are you concerned with mercury

pollution here? We have been reading about

it in Japan and Sweden." The answer from

the then Minister of the Environment—was
it you?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, it was.

Mr. Nixon: The answer was sort of an
indication that we didn't know anything
about it but we would look into it and so

on. It was from that small beginning. I do
not hold a brief for Reed Paper. I don't

even know how to spell "Reed."

Mr. Reid: Without an "i."

"i." I am sorryMr. Nixon: Without an
about that.

But I do know that at die time of this

original problem there were very few people
who felt that industrial mercury itself was
a pollutant. I feel the only responsibility
must lie with the government of the day.
I can recall the present Minister of the En-
vironment in one of his previous incarna-

tions pounding the desk, almost splitting it

and saying the polluter must pay. I agree
with him, I agree with him wholeheartedly.

Mr. Breithaupt: Like Khrushchev with his

shoe on the desk.

[9:15]

Mr. Nixon: Very similar.

I must say there were no scientists—let's

say very few scientists—in this province who
were prepared to say that mercury in its

elemental state was an environmental pollu-
tant of concern. I am sure there were those
who worked for Reed Paper and Dow and
others who were giving somebody the devil

for wasting mercury, because it was an ex-

pensive component of their industrial proc-
ess. But all that does not exonerate the

government or the polluters themselves from
the effects on the environment and the com-

munity as they occur, particularly since

further information which has come to us

from many sources, including good research

right here in Ontario, has indicated the far-

reaching and devastating effects of this pol-
lutant. I feel that, to be fair, I must express
a personal view in that connection.

Certainly we hope this bill will receive

the approval of this House. I don't see any-
thing blocking the acceptance of the amend-
ment that has been referred to by my hon.

leader, which is a good one and I think an
effective one, and I would hope the govern-
ment would accept it. This House, in this

short session, can move a strong and confi-

dent step forward—perhaps not to repairing
the damage that has taken place, but seeing
to it that the further development of the

north is going to be in the best interests of

all of the people of this province and prim-
arily those people in the native communities
who live in that area.

Mr. Lewis: I don't share, Mr. Speaker, the

wealth of memoir material-

Mr. Nixon: You were along. Don't you
remember?

Mr. Lewis: —which the barefoot lad from
South Dumfries occasionally shares with the

Legislature but I do, with him, have the

sense that there is a lot about the north that

I don't know of yet. For instance, I've never

visited Minaki Lodge-
Mr. Nixon: At your reduced salary you

may never.

Mr. Lewis: At some point in my political

career I hope to achieve that object; as I

said the other day, sotto voce, in the dead
of night.

I am always glad to be dealing with the

Minister of the Environment (Mr. Kerr) on is-

sues such as these, although so much has been

given to the Minister of the Environment

by way of potential authority in this legisla-

tion that one has to worry a little about his

precarious position in cabinet. Will it again
be a situation of the minister standing

against all the rest? I didn't really mind
when the Premier (Mr. Davis) levelled him,
but it did bother me a little bit when the

Minister of Natural Resources (Mr. F. S.

Miller) put him to the ground; he is barely
half the minister's size, for heaven's sake.

One would have wished that the minister

would have had at least the girth, if not

the pride, to reply. It will be interesting to

see what happens in the situation of this

bill, and the consequences which flow from

it, whether or not the word and influence

of the Minister of the Environment can

supersede or override that of his colleague,
the Minister of Northern Affairs.
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I must say in passing, if I may, that the

Liberal amendment is indeed an interesting

one and, of course, we are considering it

in our caucus. The Liberals, with their usual

inspired dexterity, have managed to fashion

an amendment which on the one hand may
not close down the English-Wabigoon sys-

tem, and on the other hand may defeat

the whole inquiry. That takes some doing,

to have destroyed both objects at once.

Mr. Nixon: Are you going to vote for it or

against it?

Mr. Lewis: However, with our usual char-

ity, we may rescue them. We're not certain

yet; we'll take a close look at it.

Mr. Reid: You have a choice.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's your future.

Mr. Lewis: No, just my choice. My future,

fortunately, is resolved.

May I say, if I can bring the minister

back to it, that the genesis of this whole

piece of legislation, as the Minister of the

Environment will recall, is the Reed Paper

company memorandum. I am sure the min-

ister, as you yourself were, Mr. Speaker, was
here in the House on that memorable day
when the then Minister of Natural Resources,
the about-to-be Minister of Northern Af-

fairs (Mr. Bernier), felt that; he had engaged
in a brilliant coup by releasing that mem-
orandum at precisely the psychological mo-
ment designed to devastate the opposition
and the public. With his unerring sense of

bad judgement, he didn't recognize what he
was unleashing and what a frail and objec-
tionable document that memorandum actual-

ly was. He entirely misunderstood, of course,
the public response. It's also worth noting,
Mr. Speaker, what occurred last night at

about 10:25 when the about-to-be Minister

of Northern Affairs stood in his place! in this

House and extolled the virtues of the bill,

telling those of us in the opposition parties
how it would allow for a careful and thor-

ough review in various stages of this par-
ticular project and others, as though it was
a creation from the fertile mind of the min-
ister. In fact when the memorandum was
first introduced he had no intention what-
soever of permitting the kind of inquiry
which has now been forced upon the gov-
ernment.

May I say to the Minister of Agriculture
and Food (Mr. W. Newman), if he is un-

happy or uncomfortable when I refer to

fertile minds and point to him, he need
only shift his seat.

As ai result of what took place during the
course of that period of public outrage we
have this bill. It's a good bill, and it's a

good amendment, and it's possible to support
it comfortably. It speaks, doesn't it, to the

needs and priorities of northern Ontario in

a way most members of this Legislature have

attempted to describe over the years. It

clearly, because of the nature of the bill,

reflects the acute anxiety which members on

this side of the House, and I guess particu-

larly in a way which wasn't always accept-

able to members of the Liberal Party cer-

tainly, it reflects the anxiety which those of

us in the New Democratic Party had about

the proposed Reed project.

When my colleague the member for Bell-

woods (Mr. McClellan) rose last night and

said that he was proud if all that could be

salvaged from that last minority period was

the fact that we had stopped the Reed

Paper company proposal as originally de-

signed and intended—he was proud of that

and judged it a sufficient measure of achieve-

ment—I agreed with him. If for no other

reason, the minority government period was

justified on that account, because now we're

getting the kind of assessment which opposi-

tion voices have pleaded for over the years

in terms of the criteria which should be in-

volved in bringing development to the north.

A digression: My mind goes right back to

those early days of the Reed Paper com-

pany and the debate in this House and all

of the tumult and controversy which took

place. I think I can talk about this tonight,

for obvious reasons. I remember at the time

meeting—it was well publicized with the

president of the Reed Paper company. It

was within the week or 10 days after the

memorandum of agreement had been—as a

matter of fact, I had never intervened in

such a serene and joyous corporate environ-

ment, it was really something to see. I think

it was up on the 30th or 35th floor. I have

no stock, I want you to relax. As a matter

of fact, the president isn't even there any

longer. Bob Billingsley has gone on to

other pastures, presumably greener than

Reed.

I can remember being called into his

office, as I'd never been summoned by a

corporate president before. It was really

a very exhilarating moment for me. I palpi-
tated all the way up the elevator. He took

the time to show me around—took me into

his private sauna, took me into his private

exercise room, showed me the private corpo-
rate dining room, the whole-

Mr. Mancini: Are you sure you were dis-

cussing politics?

Mr. Lewis: That may have been the point
at which my decision was made, precisely.
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I'd only been told about it by Stanley
Randall and Bob Welch, but then finally

I saw it for myself.

Then we sat down together and engaged
in one of those confidential tete-a-tetes which
we both understood had to be quiet, given
the controversy of the time. But Bob Bil-

lingsley has left now, no longer with Reed.

I have the immunity of the House—and how
I cherish immunity these days; what you
say in the Legislature can't be held against

you, no matter what. So I want to tell you,
as the Minister of the Environment, one of

the things I learned that night which made
me say when I came out of our meeting why
I felt even more confident about the posi-
tion we had taken. After we had toyed and
talked about the provincial Tories and the

federal Liberals for whom Mr. Billingsley
had a particular passion, I finally said to

him, "Bob"—because you can understand that

while he called me Mr. Lewis, I called him
Bob—I said to him, "Bob, why do you need
the memorandum? Tell me, really what do

you need this memorandum of understanding
for?" He said, "Well, we have to be guar-
anteed that the forests will be ours—that we
will get the trees."

I said, "Nonsense, you know that is not
real. Nobody else wants them. Nobody else

has come to the government. What are you
talking about? Tell me, really, what do you
need the memorandum for?"

And he said, "Well, we are going to em-
bark on studies, they are costly, we need
some kind of security."

I recall myself saying, "No, I don't believe
that either because nobody else is entering
into studies. Nobody is going to preclude
you from the ultimate project just because

you are doing some studying." I said, "Look,
it is not the end of the world. I assure you
that in the midst of all of this I am not

going to walk out and say anything about it.

Why do you really need the memorandum?"
He said, and the words remain in my

mind, "We can take it to Wall Street." And
I even remember the company. He men-
tioned Salomon. I didn't know about Salo-

mon then. I mean Salomon Brothers, as I

understand, is the company which has said
if we had an NDP government in Ontario

they wouldn't even bat an eye; they would
assume that our credit rating would improve.
And I can appreciate, therefore, their in-

sight.

Interjection.

Mr. Lewis: Does the Treasurer want to

interject formally? Does he want to make
a speech tonight?

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. member
will continue.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No, this is your
swan song and it's pretty poor. All this remi-

niscing doesn't become you. It really doesn't.

Mr. Lewis: As a matter of fact-

Mr. Nixon: Are you upwardly mobile,

Darcy?
Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Scar-

borough West has the floor.

An hon. member: Who put vinegar in your
coffee, Darcy?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Keep going.

Mr. Lewis: Whatever my last hurrah at

least for me the doors are open. For you,
my friend, they are closed—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Where? Where are
the doors open?

Mr. Lewis: —and that is the reason for

your exercise. But why must we fight, you
and I?

Mr. Speaker: Now can we get back to the

bill, please?

Mr. Lewis: We are so fond of each other.

Why engage in this?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have so few oppor-
tunities-

Mr. Lewis: Just relax. I hoped somebody
would ask me to join their family business.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not this one!

An hon. member: Land speculation!

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: I want to say to the minister

through the Speaker, if I may, that Mr. Bil-

lingsley and the Reed Paper company under-
stood exactly the meaning of that memoran-
dum. That memorandum for them was ne-

gotiable. That memorandum for them held

sufficient promise of a likely licence, depen-
dent on whatever series of reviews, that they
could use it virtually as collateral. And that

is something which we believed throughout
the debate on this side of the House, other-

wise we saw no point to the memorandum.
I want to say to the minister, through you,

Mr. Speaker, that I don't like the province of

Ontario acting as an banker for Reed Paper.
That is not our role. There is enough notoriety
and infamy associated with that company for

various reasons—some not of its own making;
some, alas, flowing directly from the English-

Wabigoon—without our having to engage in

the particular negotiations which characterize

that episode at that point in time.

It was said by many people that the Reed

Paper company was in financial difficulty. And
obviously they are. Obviously they are very
much in financial difficulty. That is why Mr.
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Billingsley has left. That is why one of the

other chief executive officers has left. That is

why they have revamped the board and Reed

Paper has indicated publicly that it had had
some financial problems. I don't particularly
think we should have entered into a memor-
andum of understanding which might have
been of assistance to the company.

[9:30]

But all of that aside, many other people in

the province of Ontario and certainly within

both opposition parties had the sense that

this whole relationship that the government
was entering into would not ultimately benefit

the people of northwestern Ontario because
it was all drawn up too precipitately, because
it didn't have enough safeguards, economic
as well as environmental, because it was dupli-

cating patterns of northern development
which had existed previously where you mine
out the non-renewable resource and leave no
economic infrastructure for those struggling
little communities—the kind of things to which
the minister's colleague from Fort William
referred last night. So we pressed, as a great

many voices pressed—I don't pretend it was

only ourselves—for a much broader inquiry.
As a result of the pressure, cumulative and

insistent, Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt emerged
on the scene.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Mr. Lewis: No? Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt

just descended from on high?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense. Your pres-
sure has never done anything worthwhile in

this province, and you know it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Scarborough West.

Mr. Lewis: As a matter of fact, I said quite

clearly that our pressure alone did not do it.

It was cumulative and irresistible.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes, you are quite

right. It was no part of it.

Mr. Lewis: I will tell the Treasurer how
we managed it. We managed it by the cumu-
lative pressure of the opposition parties in

the legislature, by all of the pressure from
the media, from many of the public utter-

ances by public groups together, by the extra-

ordinary inadequacies of the then Minister of

Natural Resources and by the important, not
to say indispensable, assist of the paranoid
apoplexy of the Treasurer himself. That was
the turning point.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Mr. Lewis: Now, he can relax.

Ms. Gigantes: Give him a megaphone.
Mr. Drea: And you wound up third.

Mr. Warner: Why does the Treasurer show
his ignorance?

Ms. Gigantes: Use a megaphone.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Your rhetoric gets

worse.

Mr. Cassidy: The Treasurer must have lost

his credit rating tonight.

Mr. Sargent: He has got to go.

Mr. Roy: If there is anything we don't

want it is "Frack" Drea saying anything here.

You're on the seating plan, "Frack".

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You have always
been so modest.

An hon. member: Certainly the Treasurer

never is.

Mr. Swart: No one will ever accuse him of

that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Scarborough West has the floor.

Mr. Lewis: I don't want to turn on the

Treasurer tonight. I don't think he could

handle it. I think he is vulnerable tonight.

Therefore, I would like to turn back to the

principle of the bill if the Deputy Speaker
will permit me.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It would be awfully
nice if you did.

Mr. Lewis: That would be a pleasure,
wouldn't it?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It would be awfully
nice.

'Mr. Lewis: Then why doesn't the Treasurer

be silent for a moment, I ask him respect-

fully, and I will —

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I wait breathlessly.

Mr. Lewis: Good grief. Isn't it enough
that the Tories couldn't win a majority and

the premiership isn't open? Is that not enough
to induce modesty even into one who is

barely mortal?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It is really hurting

you to be sitting where you are instead of

over there, eh?

Mr. Lewis: I beg the Deputy Speaker for

order; either eject him or silence him—by
coercion if possible.

May I turn my remarks back to the Minis-

ter of the Environment and remind him that

because the Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt inquiry
was not originally intended, we now have

a broadly based matter under The Environ-

mental Assessment Act which makes for Mr.

Justice Hartt a very difficult job. We support
him in that job. In a sense in this debate,

through all members of the House and through
all parties, we speak to Mr. Justice Hartt.

lit is obvious that Mr. Justice Hartt will

have to look at the kinds of development for
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northern Ontario and the tests for that deve-

lopment in northern Ontario, particularly the

question of jobs
— how they are securea, not

only on a temporary basis and not just in the

construction of major projects that are capital

intensive, therefore requiring very small em-

ployment thereafter, but in the long run with

the secondary economic infrastructure built

into these resource-based communities.

He will have to look at the kinds of de-

velopments and at the tests for develop-
ments. He must obviously, as so many of

my colleagues have said, also look at the

native people's position in northern Ontario

and particularly the re-negotiation of Treaty
No. 9, the implications for the land claims

flowing logically from what has been said

by the Liberal Party this evening; also per-

haps the whole question of the Reed Paper

company and the English-Wabigoon, which
moves beyond and above the 50th parallel,

as well as the whole matter of how to secure

the future of northern Ontario. That's really
what Mr. Justice Hartt is doing.
Our submission to the minister is that

Mr. Justice Hartt therefore shouldn't be pre-

occupied by too many individual projects,
because that would ruin the inquiry. If we
refer to Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt, Onaka-
wana and Lake St. Joseph and Polar Gas
and all of the other prospective individual

projects in addition to the Reed Paper com-

pany, he will be so preoccupied by analysing
the individual and mammoth undertakings
that we will never get a sense of what the

north needs in terms of development and
the overall tests that should be applicable.
So what we are hoping to convey to the

minister and with this to Mr. Justice Hartt
is that the Reed Paper company should

simply be illustrative of the kinds of tests to

which development should be subjected in

northern Ontario.

Look at the incredible scope of this inquiry
which was never even thought of initially. It

is an inquiry that covers the northwest and
the northeast. It is an inquiry that has abso-
lute and open carte blanche. We cannot ham-

string the commissioner by a succession of

referrals that will move him or divert him
from the main object, which is to secure the
future of 'the north.

Mr. Sargent: We must have deadlines.

Mr. Lewis: I don't mind the setting of dead-
lines at all, and I'm hoping that Mr. Justice
Patrick Hartt will give himself in the initial

stages-
Mr. Sargent: Not five years, 18 months.

Mr. Lewis: —eighteen months or two years
to finish the first part of it on which govern-
ment can then act. May I also remind you,

Mr. Speaker, that Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt

will have to sit down for the first six or

eight weeks and decide what he wants to

look at, and how he wants to look at it. He
sat with us in caucus no more than a week

ago and said exactly that. He's commissioner

of an inquiry which has been discussed pub-
licly for six months and he still doesn't know
how he will now proceed. That's because it

is such a massive undertaking, and one can

commiserate and understand that. We are

all hoping on this side of the House that

Mr. Justice Hartt will look at it in those

terms and see the Reed company project, if

indeed it continues to exist as a viable proj-

ect, as an illustration only in that context

and for those reasons—leaving aside for the

moment the Liberal amendment, which will

be a matter of fascination at the point at

which it comes to this House in committee.

For those reasons and in that context we

support with goodwill, with enthusiasm,

everything that is set about by this bill. We
wish the terms of reference were included in

the legislation. We hope if the terms of

reference are amended that the minister will

bring them back before the House, because

I think that is important. But we understand

what the problem is; we see the potential for

Mr. Justice Hartt; we hope, as the member

has interjected many times, there'll be some

kind of time limit on it, and finally after 34

years or more, we now have a minority

situation sufficiently persistent in Ontario

where we can get the kind of tests for

northern development that will give to that

region of Ontario equality with the south.

That's what this bill is all about.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I would just like

to say a few words on the bill itself and on

the amendment as proposed by our leader

in his comments. I think, as has been pointed

out by many previous speakers, this whole

development, in spite of the interjections of

the Treasurer, certainly didn't come about

by any undue initiative on the part of the

government on its own. I think the govern-

ment will admit that. Certainly there were

pressures and it was brought on—in fact it

was forced on to the government. But never-

theless it is a very important development
for a region that for too long has been taken

for granted.

If I may just inject something personal

in this whole debate, I had occasion to work

at Reed Paper for two summers as a law

student, working in the chemical plant there

at Reed Paper.

Mr. Sargent: Did you get paid?
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Mr. Roy: Sure I got paid and I didn't

mind making a profit. I was fortunate

enough to have a brother who was a doctor

in Dryden and I was staying at my brother's

place and working in the chemical plant.

Then as a student-this was 1962, 1963-
I used to walk from Reed Paper back home.

Apart from having to tolerate the terrible,

terrible smell coming out of the chimneys
there when the wind was from the wrong
side, one used to look at this large pipe

gushing out chemicals into the Wabigoon
River system. This pipe must have been six

feet in diameter, going full shot, 24 hours

a day, just gushing this material, orange and

yellow and all sorts of colours, into the

Wabigoon River system. At that time, as a

student, I used to wonder how it was pos-
sible to allow that sort of thing to go on.

One used to be able to drive along the

Wabigoon River system for 20, 30 miles and

you could see it was dead, that the whole
river system-

Mr. Sargent: Do you have that in Corn-

wall, George?

Mr. Roy: —had just no life in it.

It's sort of ironic that that having
taken place and having experienced that, we
are at present debating a piece of legisla-

tion that I would hope, in another sort of

way, will bring on an emphasis that will not

permit the raping of natural resources that

we've done in the past—without being un-

duly harsh on Reed Paper, on the people at

that time, or the people in government at

that time. There wasn't a perception at that

time of the problems that might flow on the

long term. Certainly there was no percep-
tion of any problem towards the native

people who were in the area.

So I think this is an extremely important
occasion and I think something that all of
us should be proud of.

I may make this comment. I've heard so

many laudatory comments towards Mr. Jus-
tice Patrick Hartt, about his appointment
and the function that he will play in this

inquiry. I might say I had the honour and
pleasure in the courts of pleading before Mr.
Justice Hartt—that was prior to his appoint-
ment to the Law Reform Commission. At
that time he always had a reputation—and a
well-deserved reputation-as one who was
extremely sensitive, sensible, and an extreme-
ly humane judge and one who was ex-

tremely experienced at that time in the
criminal field. So I want to support my
colleagues and, I think, the choice of Mr.
Justice Patrick Hartt was an extremely good
choice.

But I do make this comment about it-

Mr. Sargent: He's still a lawyer, though.

Mr. Roy: I still make this comment about

it, Mr. Speaker. Well, to my colleague, we're
not all bad. Some of us, Eddie, have some
conscience at certain times.

Mr. Lewis: Eddie, Liberal lawyers are fine.

Mr. Roy: Yes, especially the Liberal ones.

The Liberal lawyers.

Mr. Lewis: Take Vernon Singer, for ex-

ample. .

Mr. Sargent: You can have him.

Mr. Roy: But, Mr. Speaker, if I may say
this, I can recall then Mr. Justice Hartt being
appointed to the Law Reform Commission.
And again, I felt at that time that his ap-
pointment by the then Minister of Justice,

John Turner, was an excellent choice. So

they got into this question of law reform.
But I thought the thing that was sad in this

whole question of law reform is that here

they were taking in briefs and looking at

ideas about reforming the law, making it

more relevant to the 20th century or to the

1970s, and at that time, unfortunately, they
were bypassed by the events. I really felt

that was one of the dangers, and it is one
of the dangers here, is that as good as the
briefs were, as good as the recommendations

were, the events had passed them by-
Mr. MacDonald: Don't speak too loudly,

you will waken Darcy.

Mr. Roy:—on many of their reforms in the

law. You know, this attitude that we felt no
criminal was intrinsically bad, that the prob-
lem was always with society and therefore
the question of punishment became irrele-

vant and all of this. You recall, and I'm sure
the minister will recall, that so many briefs

came out of there. I've had occasion to dis-

cuss this with Mr. Justice Hartt.

That's what we have to be careful about.
I would make these comments and I would
say to Mr. Justice Hartt that we must be

extremely careful that when we're looking
at a problem of this sort—and I agree with,
for instance, the leader of the NDP when
he talks about when you've got a commis-
sion, an inquiry of that scope and a com-
missioner of that capacity, why limit it to

this particular problem. As he said, the Reed
Paper problem is part of the overall prob-
lems of the north. We might look at it all.

Mr. Sargent: Wind it up. Come on, wind
it up.

[9:45]

Mr. Roy: We must be extremely careful,
Mr. Speaker, if I may say this, that not too

much time is spent that the events bypass.
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us. It may well happen in this. I talk about

some of the comments that I've heard about;

my colleague has talked about the taking of

five years. That's what may well happen.
You get into a situation, you look at certain

problems, and sojne of the things you were

looking at five years ago have bypassed you
and their relevancy becomes questionable.
That's what happened to law reform. I would

put that caveat on and suggest to Mr. Jus-
tice Hartt that surely it shouldn't take five

years to look at this overall problem. Surely
the scope and duration of this inquiry should

be limited much more than that.

Having made these comments, in no way
do I want to be critical of Mr. Justice Pat-

rick Hartt, but I felt sad about this whole
law reform thing because back in 1968 when
it was first established we were looking at

all the changes that could take place but,

unfortunately, that's what happened. There
were too many briefs, there was too much
study and there were too many things going
on for years that lost their relevancy. If

anybody wants to see all these briefs and
all the recommendations that have been

made, if they were to be suggested today
in 1977, some people would say that they're
not relevant and have no significance in

today's society. So I would put that caution
on it. It should be looked at thoroughly, as

I'm sure he will. He should be given the

power to have as wide a scope as possible

but, on the other hand, there should be a
time limit on this. Finally, the amendment
that my leader has proposed is a good
amendment. I say to the Minister of the

Environment as the leader of the NDP said:

You were taken on by the Minister of Nat-
ural Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller) and lost.

I'd hate to see you take on Big Leo.
We're going to support the government on

this, if it wants to close up the river system,
and we're going to tack it on to this particular
bill. We'll support the government on that if

that is its feeling. That is our feeling here.

That is our position. Surely it's in the concept.
It flows from the overall scope that we feel

this inquiry should have. It does make sense

in the concept we're discussing and in the

momentous occasion that this is. Finally, after

all this time, after what has happened in the

past, this generation is prepared to say: "Hold
it. Stop it. Let's look at it thoroughly." One of

the things we can do is what is proposed in

this amendment.

Mr. Germa: I'm happy to participate for

just a few moments in this debate regarding
the amendment to The Environmental Assess-

ment Act.

The reference to the 50th parallel in the

amendment motivated me to take a look at

the map just to understand how much of

Ontario is north of the 50th parallel. While
the area is very large in expanse, the popula-
tion in the area is quite sparse. About the

only major development north of the 50th

parallel, I guess, would be the Canadian Na-
tional railway as it goes through that area.

None of Highway 17, the Trans-Canada High-
way, is north of the 50th parallel. What we're

talking about is almost virgin territory which,
to this point in time, has not been destroyed
to the degree that that part of northern On-

tario, just a little bit south of the 50th, has

been destroyed. It being the area I come
from, I am familiar with the destruction that

has taken place as the result of the extrac-

tion of the resources in that particular part
of northern Ontario.

I do understand the wide terms of reference

and I can understand Mr. Hartt's predicament
in that he, himself, is in a quandary to know
just what he will be looking at or what he
wants to determine. I'm sure he will be read-

ing these debates. I would suggest to him
to get a good perspective of what can happen
without his intervention he should take a tour

across that part of northern Ontario where
the development is, particularly in northeast-

ern Ontario where we have the mining de-

velopment that has been going on for some
50 or 60 years. He will see we have not had
all benefits. Even though we have extracted

billions of dollars worth of resources from
that particular part of the province the people
who live in that area really haven't received

the benefits that I think should have accrued

to them as the result of their willingness to

participate in the affairs of Ontario and ex-

traction of these resources.

If he were to visit Sudbury, for instance,

he would very readily see that despite the

billions of dollars that have been extracted

from the ground there, if the environment had
to be replaced we would still be in a deficit

position. Because of the destruction that has

happened in that particular area as a result

of extracting the resource, the value is just

not there to replace the forests that have been

ruined, the lakes that have been poisoned, the

rivers that have been polluted, the destruction

to commercial fishing, the destruction of sport

fishing. All of these things are what Mr. Jus-

tice Hartt would see if he were to travel

through that particular area.

If he wants to go back in history, he can

look in the debates of this Legislature. I am
sure maybe some of the members who have

been here a long time will remember the day
when the commercial fishermen on the
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Spanish River went to the court and got an

injunction against the Kalamazoo Vegetable
Parchment Company which was running a

mill in Espanola, and members will recall that

the courts issued a cease and desist order on

dumping pollutants into the Spanish River

system. What did this government do? They
passed the KVP bill which gave Kalamazoo

permission to pollute the Spanish River.

Mr. MacDonald: And suspended the court

order.

Mr. Germa: Yes, this is how this govern-
ment has acted; and1 for the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) to sit here tonight and try to tell

my leader that they were motivated by their

own conscience into bringing this amendment
in, I just cannot believe it, because the record
shows that for the past 30 years they have
allowed destruction to go on in northern
Ontario which should not and cannot be toler-

ated any further.

An hon. member: It's shameful.

Mr. Germa: It is shameful, it certainly is.

The reason for the inquiry I think, and
because we are venturing into new ground
what Mr. Hartt will have to do, is to try to
devise a method for assessing development to

determine just what the benefits and' destruc-
tion are going to be. After having devised
this method, then we can lay that model on

any development which comes in the future
and we can then make a determination
whether in fact this development should go
ahead.

We have long lived on the premise in

northern Ontario, or the government of the

day has lived on the premise, that all you
have to do to keep the people in northern
Ontario satisfied is to give them a job in the
mine or in the pulp mill and they should be
happy and satisfied to sit there and live on
their wages.
You can readily see, Mr. Speaker, the

financial predicaments of all of the towns in

northern Ontario, that you just cannot have a
viable community on miners' wages or smel-
termen's wages or lumberjacks' wages. There
just are not those kinds of wages being paid.
All of these low-paid jobs just will not support
the community. So there has to be a broaden-
ing in the type of work, in the higher-paid
jobs in northern Ontario, and I hope Mr.
Justice Hartt will look at that and take steps
to ensure that some of these jobs that have a

higher wage rate will be located in the
northern part of the province, which in turn
will make the community which grows up
as a result of the resource development much
more viable, because we just cannot live on
wages alone.

He is going to have to look at the taxing

structure, the municipal tax structure in the

northern part of the province, and he will

readily see that for the services that we
receive we are not getting dollar value as

compared with those people in the southern

part of the province. We are so far distant

from almost anything, culturally or educa-

tionally.

He is going to have to look at transporta-

tion costs. A case in point is the differential

in gasoline prices between the southern part
of the province and the northern part of

the province. Here we are in the location

where the distances are magnified, probably
10 to one with the southern part of the

province, and yet the price of energy to

move our vehicle has a 10 or 12 per cent

increase on the price of it. The climate ad-

versely affects our mileage; it drives up the

cost horribly, and I think Mr. Hartt is going
to have to look at that aspect of it.

He might make a recommendation, for in-

stance, that this government should move to

ameliorate the differential between the price
of energy in the northern part of the prov-
ince and that of the southern part. Oh, I

know, the government could come back and
tell me, "We've already dealt with that. We
are going to sell you a car licence for $10
in northern Ontario, whereas we are going
to charge people in the southern part of the

province $60," which in their mind will be

a $50 gift to the people of Ontario. That

might flatten out the transportation cost some
small degree, but that doesn't heat my house.

Fuel oil costs are equally exorbitant in the

northern part of the province, and here we
are in that climate having to use more fuel

oil

I'm welcoming this amendment. The de-

velopment I've seen across that part of

northern Ontario which is now developed—
Thunder Bay, Sault Ste. Marie, Sudbury,
Elliott Lake, North Bay-Mr. Hartt will see

destruction like he wouldn't believe exists.

In fact, I am sure there are many members
in this House who have not seen that kind

of destruction. Take a look at what this

government allowed to happen in Elliot

Lake in the development of the uranium

mines. How many dead bodies did we have

to pile up around this government before

they did some little thing to ameliorate the

working conditions in the mines in Elliot

Lake? How many silicosis cases, how many
lung cancer cases have we brought to the

government's attention? Those are the things,

too, that Mr. Hartt will be taking into con-

sideration. Certainly, I am happy to support
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this bill, and I will lend every assistance to

the commissioner in his inquiry.

Mr. Breilhaupt: Mr. Speaker, my remarks
are only with respect to the procedure con-

cerning how this bill shall come before the
House. I understand that on behalf of both
the government and of the New Democratic

Party they wish some time to consider the
amendment which was placed by my leader

tonight. Therefore rather than proceed in

committee immediately after the passage on
second reading, as I presume this bill will

get this evening, we would certainly be quite
prepared to stand over the committee stage
for a day or so as may be required to deal
with the matter. That would allow us then
to obtain second reading of the bill and per-
haps to proceed with the other second read-

ing stages of the Treasury bills as had other-
wise been planned. It may be that that

approach will be of some convenience to
the minister, and we would certainly be
more than happy to accommodate in that

way.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, just to speak
briefly on woodlots in Lakeshore and to show
my vast and stunning ignorance of the north.

Nevertheless, I think it is important to say,
and to give some rather personal perspective
on the Hartt inquiry.

First of all, one welcomes Patrick Hartt
as a judge who is even somewhat peculiar.
We don't have half enough peculiarity in
this world. We have to work at eccentricity
in order to make the rainbow glow. In his

case, his peculiarity consists of the fact that
he happens to be a highly imaginative and
visionary judge. He proved it in the Law
Reform Commission work, which was always
searching, which was totally in contradistinc-
tion to the type of work, valid as it is and
relevant as it was, of the Ontario Law
Reform Commission. That was a sort of em-
pirical, concrete, hardnosed, down-to-earth,
humdrum, even vulgar form of exercise!
Hartt took off on occcasion and showed
the law as it might be 25 years from now,
not what it would be the day after to^
morrow. I would trust the same kind of
mentality would prevail in the work that he
would do in northern Ontario.

[10:001

The terms of reference have been cast

extremely broad. That suits him, in my opi-
nion, down to the ground, that's what he
needs. He needs elbow room in which to

move. He's going to hire a first-rate staff,

scientists; that is already under way.
They are at the present moment short of

funds, I believe. In other words, we haven't

passed the legislation and therefore you can't

requisition the cash with which to send the

thing into operation, so it stands in limbo or

in some kind of abeyance at the present; and
that's a great shame, because these people
that they wish to pull in to the research
staff to start those gears turning are highly
elusive people. They're in great demand, they
are very rare and they could be easily lost;

and every day lost with the calling of the

election has placed this inquiry all by itself

in some degree of jeopardy.
Mr. Justice Hartt and his team will have

vast resources in terms of studies that will

give them the basic, at-their-fingertips where-
withal to begin to ferret out and to search
out the lines of guidance. I mean down
through the years that I've been here in this

House there must have been, I think 10 to

12 studies in the field of forestry alone-
some of them done through the ministry itself

which, believe it or not, were critical of the

operations of the ministry in this regard. So
this all lies at his fingertips.
The second element of this thing is the con-

sideration of our north. The possibilities, the

fecundity, the explorable and exploitable ma-
terials of the north haven't even really begun
to be touched. Those vast forests, if they
were properly managed, which they have not

been, are our single most valuable resource.

I'm told that 62 million cunits will be neces-

sary in 1980, and we're going to fall two or

three million short of that even as things
stand at present.
The demands for paper, for plywood and

for pulp products are going to be very great.
I understand, and I would give assent to the

work that Hartt would do beyond the pedes-
trian intent of mapping our resources and

things. My feeling is he should explore
from the forest resources in terms of R
and D, research and development poten-

tial, with the kind of people he can pull
into this thing, the future chemical and tech-

nological capabilities, not of metals but parti-

cularly of the woods.

I'm told that out of the woods can be

generated additives to gasoline which may
very greatly assist in our energy development.
The possibilities that are only beginning to

be touched with respect to the components
in wood in the way of supplying substitutes

for energy in all its forms, including hydro
energy, are an immense potential lying there

for us to use, but no particular direction is

being given to it. Again within the terms of

the Hartt inquiry, this would be very much
anticipated and extremely welcomed.

It is on those lines and with that kind of

thought involved, that I would indicate, as

far as 1 am concerned to this House, that

the pivotal point at which he should enter his
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inquiry would be precisely around the Reed

Paper business—around forestry, Reed being
symbolic of that—and whatever conclusions

are reached there will have effect on and will

influence very greatly whatever other recom-
mendations he makes in that particular area

across the whole province of course. But
since that is what precipitated the thing to

start with, 1 think that would be the single
best point to enter into the inquiry.
From that central core will flow a whole

host of things: whether certain river systems
should be reversed because of the impact they
will have on the forest; the native peoples
and their lives vis-a-vis the life of the forest;

and the animals in there and the habitat. We
all think a little in parallel terms with Berger
and Hartt. I would like Mr. Justice Hartt to

place the native people in the environment
and to take into the future of our interrela-

tionship with the woods and with the north.

We too are part of nature and not some kind
of removed suzerains, simply there to torture

and exploit what we can get out of it without

considering what are the effects upon our own
temperaments and, therefore, upon the forest

resources and upon the mineral wealth of the

province flowing from that.

I think within that environmental and con-

servationist context he can work out the whole

concepts of multiple use with respect to the

forest and with respect to the harvesting of

the forest. From that again, there are fishery
resources there, and he can give recom-
mendations. So. without prolonging this state-

ment, out of that pivot, out of that central

core of stressing Reed Paper, all the rest will

flow. Therefore, he can make an interim re-

port touching the Reed interests at a very
early date, a reasonably early date, and all

the rest will flow out of here by a kind of

natural accretion as time goes off and the
whole great picture begins to emerge. That
would be the best tack to take.

Another thing he just might do is consider

adopting a policy with respect to mineral

resources and the holding of land in this

area analagous to or identical with the way
in which forests are held on the leasehold

basis. Our minds ought not to go off in fee

simple holdings. They should be on a lease

situation for periods of time, et cetera, so

that the public interest is protected with

respect to that particular form of exploitation
and the whole thing is not turned over to

private interests as tends to be the case.

These are some of the things that might
be done in the area of this inquiry, and I

would sincerely ask him to take a look at

the woodlots in Lakeshore.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There were a number of

points raised by various speakers last evening
and this evening dealing with this amend-
ment. One of the points that was raised by
a number of speakers last night was the

question of whether or not this whole matter

should have proceeded under The Public

Inquiries Act or by way of the amendment
that we are discussing now. I think the con-

sensus from each of those speakers as they
wound up their remarks was that the pro-
tection and the provisions of this amend-
ment not only include many of the provi-
sions of The Public Inquiries Act, but in fact

go further.

For example, under The Public Inquiries

Act a person or somebody appearing must

have a substantial and direct interest in the

subject matter of the inquiry. Here, if a

person has an interest in furthering the pur-

pose of the inquiry, he is considered to have

an interest. I think this was the result of

some of the discussions between Mr. Justice

Hartt and the members of the opposition

caucus.

Another point was made, and I don't want

to dwell too long on this nor do I want to

give anybody the wrong impression. Last

night particularly suggestions were made
that without the opposition of some of the

members opposite to the Reed project, it

would have gone ahead without an environ-

mental assessment, and without any hear-

ings. That is wrong.

Mr. Lewis: No, without this kind of envi-

ronmental assessment.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, there is no question

that it is quite possible that this type of

inquiry we are discussing in this amendment
would not have taken place. All I'm asking

is, don't underestimate The Environmental

Assessment Act, because there would have

had to be a complete environmental impact

study, a complete forest inventory and all

the necessary approvals that come from an

environmental assessment from my ministry

and some other ministries. So the memo-
randum of understanding provided that, and

I had some hand in that to make sure there

was a complete application of The Environ-

mental Assessment Act before this project

went ahead.

Another point, which is important if there

is any question about the terms of that

memorandum, is that it gives the govern-
ment the power to cancel the agreement at

any time if the company does not live up
to the conditions. When there was any con-

flict, for example, between the memorandum
and The Environmental Assessment Act, the

Act and the regulations would be paramount.
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The member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan)

mentioned last night that the company had

provided an environmental impact study and

said this was like having a wolf guard the

chicken coop or something to that effect.

The fact is that under The Environmental

Assessment Act the companies commission

the study and hire the consultants. They
have to undertake the study, provide the

study, pay the expense of the study and

satisfy my ministry. If the study isn't com-

plete, if it doesn't include all the environ-

mental ramifications of the project, we send

it back and say, "Improve it. It should be

broader. We want more information."

This is really one of the integral parts of

the provisions of The Environmental Assess-

ment Act and, when one thinks about it, our

little ministry couldn't be expected to do all

those impact studies for all those private

projects which may take place from time

to time in the future.

The other point that was raised by some
of the members opposite was that they

hoped the inquiry would develop a blueprint

for the north. There were expressions by
three or four different members that it

would develop an economic plan for north-

ern development and that it would develop

guidelines for development in northern On-
tario. I would expect, in view of the very
broad terms of reference and the powers

given to the commission, that certainly that

would be the result of any hearings and
deliberations.

We are talking, I would think, about two

years of hearings; we are talking about the

whole area north of the 50th parallel, and
we are talking about a very broad defini-

tion of environment as provided in The
Environmental Assessment Act, which of

course applies to this amendment. I would
think also, as the hon. member for one of

the Sudbury ridings mentioned, that there

would be a spillover. It wouldn't apply

stricdy to north of the 50th parallel; projects

just below or generally in northern Ontario

having the same effect, for example, as the

building of a sawmill or pulp mill would

have, would also be the type of thing which
would be affected by any guidelines or

recommendations coming out of the Hartt

inquiry. Therefore, I would suggest that the

commission will provide guidelines for north-

ern Ontario.

Mr. Reid: Does the minister see that as

a main purpose?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, if the hon. member
looks at the order-in-council itself, it talks

about development north of the 50th parallel

and the harvesting, supply and use of timber

resources in the territorial districts of

Kenora-Patricia Portion and Thunder Bay;

proposals for mining, milling, smelting, oil

and gas extraction, hydro-electric develop-
ment, nuclear power development, water

use, tourism and recreation, transportation,
communications or pipelines.

[10:151

'Then it goes down into the second para-

graph here, which really sets the senario

in my opinion: "To inquire into methods that

should be used in the future to assess and
evaluate the effects on the environment of

major enterprises in that part of Ontario that

is north, or generally north, of the 50th

parallel of north latitude." So I think Reed
is only part really of what is in store for

the commissioner and the inquiry.
We discussed on a number of occasions

the question of time. Some members, as the

hon. member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) in-

dicated, were anxious that it would take too

long. The hon. member for Riverdale said

there is no reason the commissioner shouldn't

have all the time he wants, because in fact

the bill, the legislation itself, provides for

interim reports and interim recommendations.
I should remind the hon. members that

as set out in the compendium that grand
council Treaty No. 9, asked that there be
no limit on the length of time given for

presentations to the inquiry. If the commis-
sion deals firstly, for example, with the Reed

proposal, certainly the term of reference

authorizes interim reports as I say and it's

going to take at least 18 months for this

forest inventory that we've talked about. We
still have to have a complete environmental

impact study. So I would expect that the

hearing itself and the amendment that we're

discussing here tonight would not in fact

delay the Reed project, assuming it would go
ahead after a proper environmental assess-

ment under the provisions of the Act.

I expect that the order in council could

be signed immediately after this bill is ap-

proved by the Legislature and the commis-
sioner would be prepared to go and that

hearings would start early this fall. The
commissioner, as you know, has the power
to decide what projects should be referred to

him and also the government has the power
to refer particular projects to the commis-

sioner. So there is no reason why all de-

velopment in the north should come to a

halt. Not all projects would be considered

major projects under the provisions of the

order in council, or major enterprises that

would come under the terms of the Act.
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As far as time is concerned I would think

that the passage of this bill and this amend-
ment and the projected hearings by the

commissioner, regardless of how long he may
want to take, will not in fact slow down
development in the north.

The hon. member for Hamilton West (Mr.
S. Smith) talked about winning back the con-
fidence of the people. I first want to remind
the hon. member that certainly there was
never any intention to hide this proposed
project—and I'm talking about the Reed
project. It was announced in the Speech from
the Throne. It was made public at that time;
I believe it was in the spring of 1974. Cer-

tainly now the native people are completely
satisfied with the form that this inquiry will

take, with the terms of reference and, most

particularly, with the commissioner himself.

Mr. Lewis: True, but only after a lot of

pressure on them.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I don't think there was
any discussion or difference of opinion as

far as the commissioner was concerned.

Mr. Lewis: Not the commissioner, but the
whole process.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: And I don't think there
was that much arm-twisting as far as con-

sidering a broad inquiry goes.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come on.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No.

Mr. Reid: You were a reluctant bride-

groom.

Mr. Conway: What happened to the mem-
ber for Kenora (Mr. Bernder)?

Mr. Lewis: You don't have to do this. You
don't have to take the rap for the member
for Kenora.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I would remind the hon.
members that the private sector was brought
under the provisions of The Environmental
Assessment Act last December-

Mr. Lewis: Right.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —by way of order in coun-
cil and that the Reed project at the same
time by way of regulation was brought
under the provision of The Environmental
Assessment Act.

Mr. Lewis: But for two years the member
for Kenora negotiated in private.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Well, there has to be pre-
liminary negotiation. There has to be.

Mr. Conway: Who did Leo go to anyway?
Hon. Mr. Kerr: Certainly this inquiry

could not have gone ahead—the terms of ref-

erence, the material we have before us to-

night could not have been dealt with and

discussed by us without the confidence and
the support of Treaty No. 9 leaders and of

course they are anxious that the matter go
ahead.

I would suggest that the Hartt inquiry
can deal with and comment on the whole
situation in northwestern Ontario, including
the social, cultural and economic conditions

in the north as they apply to the native

people at the present time. There's nothing
to inhibit the commissioner from taking all

that into consideration, in view of the very
broad terms of reference.

The hon. members for Riverdale and Scar-

borough West discussed generally the purpose
of the inquiry, suggested that, in so many
words, don't let Reed monopolize the whole

purpose of the inquiry, and that the com-
missioner himself at this time, on the eve of

getting hearings under way and discussing
northwestern Ontario—the people, the culture,

the development, the future—should not have
tunnel vision as far as one large commercial

project is concerned.

Also, the member for Scarborough West
said the commissioner should not be pre-

occupied with too many small projects, and

urged that he have the power to issue interim

reports, the power to make interim recom-

mendations, but at the same time doesn't lose

sight of what will happen down the road as

a result of the future of the north, the life-

style of the north, and the development that

might take place in that area.

Again, I could refer to the order-in-council,

but we don't intend to hamstring the com-
mission with numerous projects. He has the

power to accept and reject, as well as the

government. I can't help but feel—this may
sound contradictory, but when you have a

project as large as Reed, and are dealing with

so many ramifications of the development of

the north, the woodlot, the mill, the servicing,

the townsite, pollution control, air emissions,

the whole aspect of a development of that

size—it will cover a great deal of the concern

of commercial development in the north.

So I'm hoping, of course, that this amendL

ment, which is a good amendment and has

the general acceptance of this House, will go
ahead as it is so that the inquiry can get

underway as soon as possible.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Hamilton East gave notice that he was dis-

satisfied with an answer given during the

question period by the Minister of Labour.

According to section 28(a) of the standing

orders, I deem a motion to adjourn to have

been made. Each member will now have five
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minutes to discuss the question, and I would
call on the member for Hamilton East.

MINIMUM WAGE
Mr. Mackenzie. Mr. Speaker, this afternoon

I asked the Minister of Labour a straight-
forward question of, I think, some importance.
It's a long time since there's been an increase

in the minimum wage in Ontario. Inflation

has certainly bitten in rather cruelly into

those on low incomes.

'Ontario, as of July 1, will probably have
the lowest minimum wage in Canada with
the exception of Newfoundland and PEL
Interesting. The richest province and almost
the poorest minimum wage in 'the country.

My question was, I think, a straightforward
one and to quote it exactly: "Would the

minister tell the House when workers can

expect an increase in the minimum wage in

the province of Ontario, which is currently
one of the lowest in Canada, and can the

minister assure the House that waitresses will

not be discriminated against by way of a

lower rate than those of other workers?" The
question couldn't be any clearer and is really
no! out of line with the position the minister
herself is reputed to have made in a cabinet
submission on September 24, 1976. That ques-
tion outlined the problem, and I quote from
that submission:

"Page 1: Wages and prices have continued
to increase since the $2.65 per hour minimum
rate was introduced on March 15, 1976. By
January, 1977, the ratio of the minimum wage
to average hourly earnings in manufacturing
will be lower than at the time of the two
previous revisions. Also the purchasing power
of the current minimum wage has continued
to decline at the rate of about seven per cent
a year."

It went on to say under a heading of

change in wage rates: "To restore the mini-
mum to 46 per cent of average hourly earn-

ings in manufacturing would require an in-

crease of 25 to 30 cents"—that s up to $2.95
an hour—"by January and 30 to 35 cents by
February 1977."

It goes on further on page six of that sub-
mission to talk about the fact "that rates of

pay of up to $3.50 per hour are exempt
from the guidelines and, therefore, would not
have any impact on Ontario's minimum wage
except to the extent that the exemption
creates a pressure to raise the minimum to

the $3.50 per hour level."

What was the minister's reply? I want to

quote directly from the Instant Hansard.

Mr. Lupusella: You've got a big mouth.

Hon. B. Stephenson: About the same as

yours.

Mr. (Mackenzie: She said: "Br the hon.
member is suggesting that we shall move to

the level suggested by his leader during the

election"-^and then after a couple of inter-

jections—"! can tell him that, as soon as the

productivity of every single individual in

this province improves to an equitable level,

we'll be pleased to do so, particularly with
the productivity of the members of the

House."

Mr. Cassidy: Shame! The minister is a real

disappointment. She came in with such cre-

dentials and she has blown them.

Mr. Mackenzie: That was no answer at all.

I went back and read her speech to some

management-labour people in London on

June 3. I would have thought that she would
have got rid of all her venom in that parti-
cular speech when she accused our leader of

playing the fool over the minimum wage
question. I suggest that somebody else has
been playing the fool regularly in the House
on this.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, that is an abso-

lute falsehood.

Mr. Deans: I beg your pardon, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Mackenzie: It's simply the reaction-

Mr. Deans: Withdraw.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I will withdraw the

word "falsehood," Mr. Speaker, but that is

not what I said.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: il understand the min-

ister has withdrawn that word.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
time taken out of my period here. I could

read the quote from her speech but we can

all get it. I have it in front of me. The
minister went on then to prattle about produc-

tivity. While this also had nothing to do what-

soever with the question I'd asked, it was,

nevertheless, also totally phoney. I went to

Statistics Canada and dug out some of the

productivity per manhour work figures and

Ontario was probably the best in Canada.

I read with interest a remark of one of her

own cabinet colleagues, the Minister for

Industry and Tourism (Mr. Bennett), in a

submission in Ontario Business News. He said:

"It is quite evident that our plant produc-

tivity level is at least equal to that of any
other North American area."

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. Germa: Why do you downgrade the

working class? Aristocrat!

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, really.
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Mr. Lupusella: That's why she will never
understand.

Mr. Mackenzie: She questions productivity
of members of this House. That also has no
connection whatsoever with the question that

I asked in the House. I think most of the

members of this House should be respected
for the efforts they've put into it. Most of us
don't have a wealthy practice to back us up.
Hon. B. Stephenson: A what?

Mr. Lewis: A wealthy practice.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I don't have a prac-
tice any more.

Mr. Mackenzie: My understanding of ques-
tions in this House, is that, as long as they're
honest and straightforward, they deserve an
answer. They don't deserve disrespect, they
don't deserve arrogance and they don't deserve
smart-alec replies, which is what we're con-

tinually getting from this minister. 1 find it

repugnant.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It pains me to see the
members of the third party as hypersensitive
as they are this even :

ng.

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: We are pained by you continu-

ally.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The question which
was raised this afternoon was a straightfor-
ward question. It was unfortunate that the

interjections at my slight attempts of humour
were such and the vocal responses so noisy
that they inhibited any further response on

my part.

Mr. McClellan: Very slight.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I was at the point of

standing to answer again when the Speaker
was standing constantly, attempting to quell
the roar that was occurring from the benches
across the floor.

Mr. Lupusella: That is your practice.

Hon. B. Stephenson: However, the mini-
mum wage is a matter of great concern to
me as the Minister of Labour. It has been a
matter of concern and it continues to be a
matter of concern, particularly when there
are-

Mr. Cassidy: We noticed that yesterday.

[10:301

Hon. B. Stephenson: —a number of eminent
economists and sociologists and other experts
in the field who are continuously at this time

telling us that the minimum wage is an in-

appropriate mechanism for redistribution of
wealth. I thank it is a mechanism which we
have in place at this time. It is not one
that I think that we can destroy or that we
can do away with.

There has been a great deal of work done
on the minimum wage in the province of

Ontario. A good deal of research goes into

any revision of the minimum wage and that

research is at the moment ongoing.

Mr. MacDonald: That is obfuscation.

Mr. Cassidy: You have had a year and a
half to do that.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yesterday there was
a very good meeting and a very fruitful

meeting—Mr. Speaker, it would be interest-

ing at times if the members across the floor

were to listen to what was being said so

that indeed there might be some understand-

ing of what it is we are trying to do.

Mr. MacDonald: We are, unless you pro-
voke us.

Mr. Mackenzie: When are you going to

start answering?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yesterday there was
a very fruitful meeting that was held with
an association of women who work as wait-

resses in various establishments. They made
some excellent recommendations that I think

are very useful and which we are going to

be considering very seriously.

Mr. Deans: When?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Immediately, as we
always do.

Mr. MacDonald: Sit on it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: And, indeed, they
also made some suggestions for hearings
which I think would be of a great deal of

help in clarifying the problems that seem to

be associated with this very contentious issue

of the minimum wage.

Mr. Cassidy: Always tomorrow, never

today.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The minimum wage
in the province of Ontario, as I have said

before, applies to seven per cent of the

working population of this province. It does

have an effect on all other wages, particu-

larly those wages of the non-unionized group
within the province of Ontario. I think we
must be extremely careful that, in moving
the minimum wage, we do not minimize job

opportunities for the working people of this

province, nor that we produce any great

hazard to the amounts of money which em-

ployers are required to pay and still attempt
to remain competitive in this province.

Mr. Cassidy: No action, just a statement.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We are in the

process of finalizing the research on revision

of the minimum wage this year. I would

hope that in the not too distant future we
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shall be able to make some statement in

this House regarding this, but I hope before

that time that we will have an opportunity
to hear from both employers and employees
about problems related to the minimum
wage, which I think have not been explored
as thoroughly as they should be.

Mr. Bounsall: Your research is done the

other way.
Mr. Cassidy: Speak to people living on

the wage.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The minimum wage
in the province of Ontario is at the present
time one of the lowest in the country, but

it does indeed have a different component.
The group to which the minimum wage
applies has different constituents than the

groups to which it applies in other provinces
and other jurisdictions in this country. There

are other considerations.

Mr. Deans: They are people having to

live in this society.

Mr. Cassidy: Higher living costs too.

Mr. Bounsall: Gas bills.

Mr. Deans: Do they get special prices?

Hon. B. Stephenson: There are many other

considerations that must indeed come to

mind in any examination of the minimum
wage and it is my intention to move as

rapidly as possible to ensure that the mini-
mum wage in this province provides people
with an adequate income to provide the

necessities of life and that it will not in any
way inhibit the growth of job opportunities
for people in the province of Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point
of personal privilege.

During the exchange which took place,

my colleague from Hamilton East said that
in a speech on Friday, June 3, 1977, the

Minister of Labour had said I played the

fool. The Minister of Labour responded

angrily that that was "an absolute false-

hood," and when challenged, said she would
withdraw the use of the term "falsehood."

On page five of her speech on Friday,
June 3, 1977, having just asked how many
jobs would be lost if our minimum wage
proposal would be introduced and not being
able to estimate it, she said: "Perhaps the

wise Mr. Lewis can. Speaking of wisdom,
it is proverbial that a wise man knows how
to play the fool on occasion. Mr. Lewis has

proven his wisdom again."
In other words, what my colleague from

Hamilton East said was absolutely and en-

tirely accurate.

We don't want to have to follow the

minister with a truth squad in this province-

Mr. McClellan: Or in this House.

Mr. Lewis: —but sometimes she forces us

to.

My integrity having been saved again, I

thank you for allowing me the privilege, Mr.

Speaker.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I rise on
a point of personal privilege. I consider it

completely flattering that the members of the

third party read every single word of all of

my speeches, and I apologize that I had for-

gotten that I had used that phrase.

Mr. Cassidy: You have been guilty of this

before.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I consider it absolutely

flattering.

Mr. MacDonald: Your words were quoted
to you to catch you up in your false denials.

Mr. Eaton: The minister's was a pretty

accurate statement.

Mr. Lewis: We are watching you like

proverbial hawks.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, you are, indeed.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I deem the motion

to adjourn to be carried.

The House adjourned at 10:35 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: Statements by the ministry.

Mr. Nixon: No ministry. They're all in the

back row. There are going to be some quick

promotions, boys.

ORAL QUESTIONS

PLANNING ACT REVIEW
Mr. S. Smith: I'll ask a question of the

government House leader, Mr. Speaker, in

what I should like to be the recorded ab-

sence of the Minister of Housing (Mr.

Rhodes), the Premier (Mr. Davis) and the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry); that is,

in view of the fact that the Comay report
on The Planning Act has confirmed so many
of the criticisms this party has made regard-

ing the delays and the high costs that result

from these current planning processes, can
he explain why his government does not
seem to intend to take immediate action to

expedite the subdivision approval process,
curtail the powers of the Ontario Municipal
Board and eliminate unnecessary OMB
hearings?

Hon. Mr. Welch: I am sure, Mr. Speaker,
the hon. member will realize that matter
should be referred to the Minister of Hous-
ing. May I say, however, while I am on my
feet, the Premier is at the Destiny Canada
conference this afternoon to fulfil some re-

sponsibilities which he had agreed to some
time ago. The Attorney General is in Ottawa
with the Minister of Justice at a conference
of the Attorneys General. I don't know but
I expect the Minister of Housing will be
here before the end of the question period,
and perhaps that question could be directed
to him at that time.

Mr. Speaker: I will give the hon. Leader
of the Opposition a chance to place his

question again if the minister shows.

REFORESTATION

Mr. S. Smith: I will ask a question of the
Minister of Natural Resources, who has just

joined us.

Wednesday, June 29, 1977

I wonder if the minister can clarify and

provide a little more detail regarding the

famous promise in the charter, the promise
to replace at least two trees for every one
harvested. I am wondering if the minister

is going to explain to us exactly how that

is going to be accomplished in view of his

previous statement—and I quote—"I thought
we knew how to replant trees. We don't,"

and in view of the government's own report
called Forest Management in Ontario 1976,
which states: "It is a common myth that

every acre logged should be regenerated;

ideally this may be desirable but the reality

is that in an extensively forested area such

as Ontario it is not economically feasible."

Can he explain who was contacted with

regard, to this two-for-one plan and exactly
how is it going to be accomplished?

Mr. Breithaupt: It is a good merchandis-

ing gimmick.

Hon. F. S. Miller: It is not a merchan-

dising gimmick.

Mr. Nixon: It is.

Hon. F. S. Miller: As a matter of fact,

two for one is perhaps a conservative esti-

mate of the number of trees-

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Is it ever conservative in view

of your record!

Hon. F. S. Miller: In any case it is a
conservative fact now.

An hon. member: That means it is not

a fact.

Hon. F. S. Miller: When one cuts mature

forests, obviously the spacing and size of the

trees is such that there is a lot of room
once you have cleared the forest out for the

planting of a lot more trees than you cut.

It is as simple as that. When we plant open
country, open fields properly, the normal

planting procedure I am told is one tree

every six feet in a grid system. Throughout
the growth of those trees you would harvest

or cull, whatever you want to call it, a

goodly number of the smaller trees as

they grow, to permit the larger trees or the

growth of trees to a more mature state. I

forget the exact number but it is something
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like 1,500 trees per acre, I believe, that

a six-by-six planting pattern will give you.

Mr. Lewis: Be careful.

Hon. F. S. Miller: The member can work
it out if he wants to: 46,000 square feet

divided by 36. That is not bad. I think it is

about 1,270 trees per acre that one would

plant.

Mr. Reid: Depending on the species.

Hon. F. S. Miller: One would not harvest

at maturity anywhere near that, but you
would cut at intervals—I believe 25 years is

the first cut if I am not wrong. Is it not?

Mr. Lewis: Oh come on—25 years! Forty
to 60.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I mean for the first

thinning of the trees.

Mr. Reid: You don't do any thinning.
That's the problem.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I was looking across

at the member for Rainy River, who knows
all about trees.

Mr. Reid: They all voted, though.

Hon. F. S. Miller: That's the only way
ycu would get in. Young saplings vote for

you.

Mr. Reid: Some older ones too.

Hon. F. S. Miller: You said it. However,
the fact remains that in serious reforestation

or regeneration obviously you would be

planting more seedlings than you were har-

vesting as mature trees.

The second part to which the member
referred was the question of all acres being
planted and the report saying that some
weren't suitable for replanting. That is true.

The fact is they probably weren't suitable
for cutting if they weren't suitable for re-

planting. This is where management plans
will come into effect and in some cases stop
the cutting on certain fragile soils that should
not be regenerated.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary: Since it

seems to be a recent inspiration, which the
minister did not share with the House prior
to the dissolution of the last Legislature,
to plant two trees for every one, at the
time when he was saying he didn't know
how to plant them, how much money is the

government planning to spend on this mar-
vellous new reforestation program, and when
can we expect to see the budget?

Hon. F. S. Miller: First of all, you very
selectively chose some of my comment. You
too must have just got The Forest Scene.

Mr. Nixon: You didn't say these things?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Sure, I did. But they
are all there, along with your interjections
and some comments by the member for

Rainy River and a few other people.

Mr. Nixon: Well, they should all be
there.

Hon. F. S. Miller: It was printed this

week in The Forest Scene that I just got,

and which you have got.

Mr. Roy: You are always limited in the

question period, you know.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I said that many people
shared some of the beliefs I had about the

planting of trees before I became minister.

Many people simply believed that all you
had to do was take a lot of young people
and put them out in the bush with equip-
ment and you would have a massive re-

generation program. But, in fact, that—

Mr. S. Smith: You are saying two for one.

I didn't suggest it.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm just pointing out
that I said these things earlier.

Mrs. Campbell: When you did know what
you were talking about.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Oh no. With great

respect, I always know what I'm talking

about, even if I can't impart it to some
of you who can't understand what I'm

talking about.

Mr. Nixon: Back to the two for one.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, it wasn't the two-
for-one bit-

Mr. S. Smith: How much money will be

spent?

Hon. F. S. Miller: We will spend what-
ever money is required. One of the reasons
I was delighted to see the statement in the

charter that we would, in fact, put as a

priority-

Mr. Lewis: It was a surprise to you, too?

Mr. Caunt: You were surprised to see it?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I saw the charter when
you did. But I had an input into it, which
was different.

Mr. Reid: It must have been as Minister

of Health because—

Mr. S. Smith: You took his picture.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. minister just

answer this one question, please, not the

interjections?

Mr. Sweeney: There aren't enough minis-

ters there. He has got to fill up the time.

Hon. F. S. Miller: You've misled me;

you've misguided me at this point. I'm being
flustered.
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Interjection.

Hon. F. S. Miller: We will be putting the

money in as we create the ability to produce
the seedlings, produce the seed, have the

nurseries built up, so that we can increase

our overall regeneration policy. Those things
will be done. I would estimate that the figure
of $65 million a year is reasonable. I think

that is one of the figures in the report. It

will probably take us two or three years to

be spending at that rate. But as far as I

am concerned, our highest priority is to

improve the overall regeneration of the for-

ests of Ontario beyond their already quite

good levels.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: We will allow one more sup-

plementary. The member for Scarborough
West.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary from the

member for Rainy River-

Mr. Speaker: Well, we've spent almost 10
minutes now with the interjections. It seems
to me there were quite a few answered, and

wrongly, of course. But it Was a rather re-

laxing question. The hon. member tor Scar-

borough West.

Mr. Lewis: What has happened to the

ministers announced intention of turning
back to various private companies the actual

forest regeneration; with whom have the ne-

gotiations been completed; and when will

we hear precisely what he intends?

Hon. F. S. Miller: It's safe to say that

the negotiations have not been completed
with any company. It is also safe to say that

we appointed the executive director of for-

ests to that specific task. He is to work on it

from now till whatever date the task is com-
plete—some 18 months we would expect it

to take—to work out the changes in charges
the ministry makes, to work out the details

and the standards for the agreements with
these companies as to how they should go
about the regeneration programs.
Not all lands an the province will be han-

dled by private regeneration. I tried to make
that clear during the election campaign.

There are those forests which! the province
will have to maintain the regeneration on,
because we want to have licences 'available

for smaller operators in the province. But
we feel that major companies will be involv-

ed in the regeneration process in the future.

Details following the suggestions of Armson
are being worked upon right now by Mr.
Lockwood.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We've now
spent 10 minutes on this. The first question
the Leader of the Opposition had really

wasn't a proper question because there was

nobody to ask it of, we are going to give
him the opportunity to come back at it later.

I think we've spent enough time on this

question. We can come back to this question
later. I think we will go to the hon. member
for Scarborough West with his first two

questions.

Mr. Roy: We haven't even had one supple-
mentary.

Mr. Speaker: Well, there were several in-

terjections which were answered.

Mr. Deans: Sit down. The Speaker is in

charge here.

[2:15]

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think in

order to keep the question period going along
and to give everyone an opportunity to ask

questions, we have spent enough time on the

first lead-off question.

CCAS DISPUTE

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the Minister of

Labour the following question: What is the

ministry doing in the very unhappy strike

that is now occurring between Focus, the

organization representing social workers and
child-care workers at the Catholic Children's

Aid Society of Metropolitan Toronto, and the

society?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I'm

aware that there have been active com-
munications between the staff of the ministry
and both parties in an attempt to get both

parties back together. I am not aware that

there is any meeting right at the moment as

a matter of fact, but I shall check on that

and let the member know.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, can
the minister indicate whether in fact it is

valid that a senior member of the ministry
has been informed that management in truth

did unilaterally change the term of the con-

tract, and that in fact this is a fairly clear-cut

case of management violation of a contract

originally agreed upon, and that therefore it

would be a very easy labour dispute to bring
to a conclusion and that that is now under-

stood within the ministry with those involved

in the strike conciliation process?

Hon. B. Stephenson: To my knowledge that

is not known as fact within the ministry at

this time. The first information that we had
was that indeed this had been an error, that

each party thought they were signing the

correct document but the documents were not
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dated the same. If there has been new infor-

mation about this in the last day or so I

have not heard it. That I shall explore as

well.

Mr. Mackenzie: Supplementary: Is it not

usual practice that when a new agreement is

signed it is dated as of the date of the expiry
of the old agreement, and is that not the

understanding that is held by some of the

conciliation or mediation services people?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, that is generally

so; it is not universally so.

MACKENZIE VALLEY PIPELINE

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Energy if I may: Can he indicate to the

House where he now stands on the Mac-
kenzie Valley pipeline, after the Berger com-
mission has made its report?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The ministry did not

take a position, contrary to some of the in-

formation that might have flowed from some
of the member's supporters, in connection
with support of a pipeline. We had a repre-
sentative there, but not in regard to or in

terms of supporting a particular pipeline or

location.

Mr. Lewis: I don't really want to get into

this, but is the minister denying that he tabled

in the Legislature a document which asked
for the building of that pipeline as quickly
as possible, subject to whatever environmental
matters were involved? The minister is deny-
ing that he tabled that and it was contained
in a recommendation?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: That may have been
the member's interpretation of that document,
but it certainly wasn't my intention nor inter-

pretation to support any particular-

Mr. Lewis: Did the minister read the docu-
ment before he tabled it?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Absolutely. Would the
member like to quote it and I'd be happy to

debate it with him?

Mr. Lewis: I haven't got it with me.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Please do and I'll ex-

plain it to him.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: Is it the
minister's intention to reintroduce his rate-

raising bill with respect to pipelines of this

nature? The second part of my supplementary
is, with the introduction of that bill, was
support of that pipeline at that point not

implicit in there?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: No. I gather there was
some support in the member's party and other

parties in regard to that particular proposal.
Frankly, I see no urgency to do that. I'm par-
ticularly concerned about feeding through

costs to the consumers, costs that would re-

flect an investment in pipelines. There are

other considerations and I have no present

plans to bring in such legislation at this time.

Mr. di Santo: Supplementary: Since the

construction of the pipeline—whatever the

route will be—will drain most of the money
which is needed for investment in southern

Canada, and since it is known that the cost

of gas at city gate will be much higher in

Ontario with the resulting loss of several

thousand jobs, is this government prepared to

oppose the pipeline and if not, why?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: No, I think the hon.

member's assumption is absolutely erroneous.

He is assuming that the increase in oil and

gas prices is being effected by the oil-pro-

ducing provinces and the federal government
in order to finance pipelines, which is—

Mr. Lewis: That is right. That is the ra-

tionale, and if you don't understand that you
should not be in your job.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —which is not correct.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order, please.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I have read all of the

members campaign literature and all of his

dissertations on it and—

Mr. Lewis: There is no other rationale.

Mr. Foulds: Why don't you resign?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: -that's not so.

Mr. Lewis: You don't know what is in your
documents and you don't know your own
rationale.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The member doesn't.

Mr. Speaker: All right. A final supple-

mentary.

Mr. Reed: Does this mean now that the

ministry, in the course of about four months,

has done a complete flip-flop on this issue of

the pipeline?

Mr. Lewis: Completely. Totally. A total

about-face.

Mr. Reed: Does this mean that there has

been a complete reversal of the position of

the Ministry of Energy regarding the con-

struction of this pipeline?

Mr. Lewis: Of course. Totally.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, there has

been no reversal of the position of the Min-

istry of Energy.

Mr. Breaugh: This is called a twirl, not a

reversal.

Mr. Foulds: It never had a position.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: What I advocated in

that particular document was the need to

put transportation systems into place—
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Mr. Lewis: Nonsense.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —in order to bring fron-

tier gas, for example, and oil to market. That

doesn't indicate—

Mr. Peterson: Which frontier are you talk-

ing about?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Just a minute.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: That doesn't indicate a

preference. There are a number of transporta-
tion systems that could be employed, whether
it's-

Mr. Lewis: You are getting yourself into

hot water on this one.

Mr. Breaugh: Just because you said it,

doesn't make it so.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —a pipeline or some
other system, and also whether it's in one
location or another.

Mr. Cassidy: What other system? You
favour the pipeline.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: No, there's no change
in our position on this.

NURSES' DISPUTE

Mr. O'Neil: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Labour: Can the
Minister of Labour tell the House what pur-
pose was served by appointing Mr. John
Sheriff as an industrial inquiry commissioner
with respect to the public health nurses' dis-

pute, since Mr. Sheriff has been unable to

suggest a remedy to deal with the situation

and has simply recommended that the parties
return to the bargaining table even though
nurses employed by 27 public health units

have been unalble to reach agreement after

bargaining for 18 months?

Mr. Reed: That's a good one.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The appointment of

an industrial inquiry commissioner, I sup-
pose, is always a bit of a gamble. It is a
mechanism which can be used when there
are difficult labour-management relationships
that need to have some impetus given them
in order to improve the situation.

I had been hopeful that we would have

something perhaps a little more definitive in

terms of suggested initiatives within that

document. Unfortunately, they are not there.

There are some interesting suggestions which
are not included as recommendations. But as

a result of the report I have had a meeting
with the Association of Boards of Health and
a meeting with the Ontario Nurses Associa-

tion. I have listened to their responses to the

report and it has, in fact, I think, stimulated

some slightly modified responses on both

sides. I see some hope and, in fact-

Mr. Cassidy: All the progress that was
made at the Journal. Just the same situation.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —the Minister of

Health (Mr. Timbrell) and I shall be talking
to both of those groups within the next week
or so in order to attempt to find a solution to

this problem.

Mr. O'Neil: Supplementary to the minis-

ter: As collective bargaining appears to have

failed in this case and since the Sheriff re-

port found that the Ontario Nurses Associa-

tion proposal for voluntary arbitration was
identical to legislation regulating the bar-

gaining position of public health nurses em-

ployed by the federal government and
several provincial governments—namely New
Brunswick and British Columbia—in a satis-

factory manner, why does the minister con-

tinue to refuse to permit public health nurses

to adopt this option which is compulsory
for most other Ontario public servants?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is, I think, cer-

tainly erroneous and probably premature to

make any such statement about our stance.

We have attempted, because we believe ap-

parently within this society that the collec-

tive bargaining process is a useful social

institution, to allow it to run its course.

There are certain instances-

Mr. Cunningham: Eighteen months?

Mrs. Campbell: What course?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —in which it is less

successful than it is in others. This is ob-

viously one of the situations in which the

degree of success has not measured up to

the expectation.
There are a number of initiatives which I

think we can take, and we propose to look

at each one of them very carefully.

Mr. Speaker: Supplementary, the member
for Hamilton East.

Mr. S. Smith: Here comes the anti-arbi-

tration position.

Mr. Mackenzie: Could the minister tell me
how long she has had the report, or on what
date she got the report?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I received the report
on Friday, June 10, as a matter of fact, with

the analysis attached at that point.

Mr. Mackenzie: Not on May 31?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, I did not receive

it on May 31.

Mr. Speaker: Does the member for Scar-

borough-Ellesmere have a new question?

Mr. Warner: I have a supplementary, Mr.

Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Warner: Are we on to a new ques-
tion? It's a supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I shall allow a supple-

mentary. The hon. member for Kitchener-

Wilmot.

Mr. Sweeney: Does the minister share the

view of the Minister of Health, her col-

league, who, at a public meeting in Kitch-

ener about a month ago, indicated with

respect to this particular kind of dispute
that he did not feel that strike should be

used and rather felt that arbitration was
better?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I have a strong per-

sonal belief that the strike-lockout situation

is inappropriate in the health-care field.

Mr. Speaker: Now the hon. member for

Scarborough-Ellesmere.

Mr. Warner: My supplementary to the

minister is—

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary? I

thought it was a new question.

Mr. Warner: I would prefer a supple-

mentary first before a new question.

Mr. Speaker: This will be the final supple-

mentary, then, on this.

Mr. Warner: I was wondering whether
one of the initiatives that the minister men-
tioned would be to increase the funding
level for the Metro Toronto boroughs from
the 25 per cent level, which it is at at pres-

ent, to 75 per cent which is enjoyed by
other municipalities outside Metro Toronto.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That question should

more properly be directed towards the

Minister of Health. I have no control over

the funding from the Ministry of Health.

Mr. Warner: I gathered that.

Mr. Speaker: Do you so direct the ques-
tion to the Minister of Health? He's not here.

Mr. Warner: Maybe it could be brought to

his attention later.

LICENCE FEES

Mr. Warner: I have a question of the Treas-

urer. I'm wondering when the Treasurer will

agree, not only with the elected officials of

Metropolitan Toronto but also with several

of his caucus colleagues, including cabinet

ministers, that only taxis with a Metro To-
ronto licence should be allowed to pick up
fares within Metro Toronto, or will the Treas-

urer continue to frustrate the attempts of

8,000 cab drivers to earn a decent living wage
in the city?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I'm not interested in

frustrating anybody's attempts to earn a

decent living. I suppose I should put that on
the record first. I have recently—last night as

a matter of fact—reviewed some correspon-
dence because I had a letter from the solici-

tor for the taxi association requesting a

meeting with me sometime in July. I'll at-

tempt to arrange that. The last note I had on

my file was that we were waiting for some

l?gal opinions as to what it was possible to

do legally before we could come to any con-

clusions about this matter. So far as I know,
we have not yet received those opinions, I

suppose, from the Attorney General.

Mr. Warner: Supplementary: Is the Treas-

urer aware in his deliberation while waiting
for the opinion that without that separate
Metro licence, as long as the inequitable
situation exists at Toronto International Air-

port, it will continue to provide the oppor-

tunity for outside cabs—such as from Missis-

sauga and Markham—to raid this area, and
that the government has the option of simply

making a change to The Municipal Act and

allowing Metro Toronto to set the licence

that is required by the cabs?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think that puts it

somewhat simplistically. There are two points
to be considered: first whether legally we can

make that kind of a change in The Municipal
Act as something which would stand up, and

secondly, we have to give some consideration,

not only to the taxicab drivers and/or owners

but also to the consumer.

INDUSTRY RELOCATION

Mr. Eakins: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of Industry and Tourism. The minister

has indicated in numerous speeches his aware-

ness of the deteriorating competitive position

in Canadian industries. What is the policies

and priorities division of the ministry doing
to contend with the advantages to industry
of choosing to locate in the United States, as

some businesses see it—such as lower wages,

higher productivity, lower levels of taxation,

lower costs of raw materials and larger

markets?

Mr. Cassidy: Answer in 10 words or less.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: While we realize that

in Ontario we have lost some of our competi-
tive advantages, there are others that are still

with us. These are the resources industry, the

opportunity of a knowledgeable labour market

and indeed some of the programs the Ministry

of Industry and Tourism inspires, such as

assisting municipalities in putting industrial

land on the market, serviced at a lesser rate

than in some other parts of North America.
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[2-.30]

We might as well face reality that in the

United States there is a continuing pressure
by state governments to assist municipalities
in virtually putting some tax programs into

place that will be an incentive to draw in-

dustries away from other parts of the North
American continent into those particular
states. One of the areas that we have moved
on is the industrial parks development pro-
gram. This allows for funding at a reduced
interest rate for a longer period of time, in-

deed for allowing loans to industries at a

longer period of time with a reduced interest

rate if not completely eliminated.

I think we have to look at some of the tax

advantages that the Treasurer brought in and
that is the continuation of the relief of tax

on new capitalized equipment for the manu-
facturing industry. These we believe are some
of the things that will help to encourage the

expansion and development of new industries

in this province.

Mr. Eakins: Supplementary: Does the min-
ister have further solutions then to resolve

the dilemma which is common among the
branch plants in Ontario, where due to their

higher operating costs in the province they
have found it cheaper to end production and

simply import their product from the US
parent and use the Ontario plant for distribu-

tion purposes?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: In my discussions with
the Hon. Jean Chretien in Ottawa, we have
tried to bring into place some special tariff

requirements if we are to make use of these

sub-plant operations by international com-
panies. Mr. Chretien and I have discussed it

as it relates not only to American companies
but to companies from other parts of the

world as well. In the third-world countries
where we have had some rather interesting
tariff changes over the last period of time,
those are being reduced gradually by the
federal government to try to give some cer-

tainty of market position to Canadian com-
panies either in Ontario or the balance of

Canada.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, has the ministry
looked at the possibility of doing market re-

search through a government agency on be-
half of a number or perhaps a consortium of

small businesses?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Not
only have we looked at it as the Ministry of

Industry and Tourism for the province of

Ontario, but we think it's more important on
a national basis that we as Canadian manu-
facturing organizations are losing potential
market opportunities in the world because

we have gone into markets as a multiple of
Canadian companies rather than as a turnkey
project being designed and developed within
the borders of Canada. We have suggested
very strongly to the manufacturing associa-
tion in Ontario and in Canada, indeed with
the discussions again with the Ministry of

Industry, Trade and Commerce in Ottawa,
that turnkey operations should be put to-

gether by government itself-but be controlled

by the private sector.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Simcoe
East has a final supplementary on this.

Mr. G. E. Smith: Is the minister prepared
to consider establishing an extension of the
industrial parks program to support the

growth centres, as outlined in the Simcoe-
Georgian Bay task force, such as Midland,
Barrie, Orillia and Collingwood?
Hon. Mr. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, at the time

that we brought in the bill that related to the
industrial parks incentive program, we
specifically related it to northern Ontario and
eastern Ontario, but there was the oppor-
tunity for the minister to review any area of
the province where it appeared that there
was some incentive required to assist industry
to establish itself in that part of our prov-
ince. I have said to several members in the

opposition parties as well as in our own party
that if they have specific cases, we are pre-
pared to look at them and try to assist.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary?
Mr. Speaker: No. We will come back

for further questions on that if there is time.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT FINANCES

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Treasurer. Has the Treasurer

or the ministry had the opportunity to re-

view the expenditures and the tax levels

of the constituent municipalities which make
up the region of Hamilton-Wentworth and
the regional government itself, to determine
whether or not there is some problem over
the allocation of power and the method of

use of responsibilities?

There appears to be extremely high taxes

being levied and there is a great concern

being expressed by a great number of people
about the possibility of the region not being
able to sustain itself.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As the member is

aware, at the request of the chairman of the

region, she asked me to have my staff—I

think the word she used was "audit"; I am
not sure if that's the right word, but for

lack of a better word—to conduct an audit

as to just what had happened to levies this
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year. The last time I spoke to my staff, I

think they had the figures from the region

and all of the municipalities except Stoney

Creek, and they expected to be able to pull

this together in the next couple of weeks.

So I do not have an answer for the mem-
ber today.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary, if I may:
Are the figures that are being sought both

the expenditures for municipal purposes at

the lower level and expenditures for regional

purposes?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Deans: Then is it possible for the

minister to indicate whether he might con-

sider a review to be conducted locally by
local people of the actual structure of the

region to determine whether or not that

structure can in fact work satisfactorily, since

there are, as I say, some grave reservations

being expressed with regard to that aspect
of regional government in the Hamilton-
Wentworth area—perhaps in other places,

too, but there specifically?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am waiting for

the region. I indicated to them, as the mem-
ber is no doubt aware, that although we
preferred not to conduct reviews for a min-
imum of five years, that wasn't cast in stone.

I suggested to them several types of reviews

and I understand they are considering that.

I believe their next council meeing is July
5 and I suppose we will hear something from
them some time after that. But I am not

considering anything at the moment until

I've heard from the regional council.

Mr. S. Smith: A supplementary: Is the

Treasurer prepared to consider the sugges-
tion I made some time ago that we take a

tri-partisan approach and review regional

government in general, since it seems to be
the cause of considerable consternation in

the province of Ontario?

Mr. Deans: Similar to the suggestion I

made some time before.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Specifically, with

respect to Hamilton-Wentworth I am not;
I am waiting to hear from the regional coun-
cil. Until we hear from the regional council
I would not be making up my mind, and
I, quite frankly, can't think that it would be
of much sense to recommend to my col-

leagues that the suggestion of the Leader of

the Opposition—who previously had said he
would dissolve all regional governments-
would be a very sensible one, to appoint a
committee of members, including members
of his party, with the aim of tearing down

regional government. I can't see that that

would be a very productive exercise.

Mr. Eakins: Careful.

Mr. Cunningham: A supplementary: Yes-

terday, I directed to the Lieutenant Gov-

ernor in Council a petition pursuant to

section 121, subsection 2 of Bill 155, asking

for an independent review. What would the

Treasurer's disposition be on that basis?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I will wait until we
see the request of the regional council.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Minister of Energy pertaining to a

series of stories in the Globe and Mail

back on June 3 and 4 about this secret

inquiry by Mr. Justice Grant in relation to

Hydro contracts. In view of the fact that he

is the Minister of Energy, I take it respon-
sible for Hydro, and a member of cabinet

as well, would he tell us under what au-

thority this inquiry was created? Was there

an order in council authorizing the inquiry?
What are the terms of reference of this in-

quiry? Was Mr. Justice Grant paid to do
this so-called secret inquiry? Is the minister

going to release the report? Is he aware of

the so-called secret report pursuant to this

inquiry, and is he going to release the report
and let us know the findings of Mr. Justice

Grant pursuant to this inquiry?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I have no information

on that, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: What do you mean, you have

no information on that? Why not?

Mr. Roy: What are you minister of?

Mr. Lewis: It's a difficult question, but

that's ridiculous.

Mr. Roy: Is Hydro under the minister's

jurisdiction?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: If the member doesn't

know that he shouldn't be here.

An hon. member: You don't know.

Mr. Roy: Is Hydro under this jurisdiction,

and is he, as minister responsible for Hydro,

saying he was not consulted about this in-

quiry and he has no knowledge whatsoever

of the inquiry or the findings in the report

by Mr. Justice Grant? Is that what the

minister is saying?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I've already said that.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: In view of

the fact that there are suggestions of in-

fluence-seeking by private corporations in

relation to those particular jobs by Hydro,
is the minister prepared to make a state-

ment—
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is this a

supplementary question to a non-answer?

Mr. Cassidy: —replying to the question.

Mr. Speaker: Well, it wasn't announced
as such.

Mr. Lewis: Yes it was.

Mr. Speaker: All right. Order.

Mr. Cassidy: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.
That was a supplementary question.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry. I didn't hear the

hon. member request permission for a supple-

mentary.

Mr. Cassidy: Will the minister reply to the

question in the near future and find out the

information he's not able to provide to the

House at this time?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I will pursue the area

of concern that has been expressed by two
members of the House. I'll be happy to do
that and to report back.

Mr. Roy: Is anybody out there aware of

this inquiry?

FINANCIAL PROTECTION
FOR FARMERS

Mr. MacDonald: A question of the Minister

of Agriculture and Food. In view of the in-

formation that two further packing houses
in Ontario are in shaky financial positions, is

it the intention of the minister to proceed
with the implementation of his announced
policy to provide income protection for pro-
ducers under such circumstances?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, all being
well, yes, I intend to bring it forward this

session.

Mr. MacDonald: Can the minister give us
some assurance that it will be brought be-
fore the House before there's any more
bankruptcy?

Hon. W. Newman: No, because I know
of one that just happened yesterday, but

certainly the legislation is being drafted. I

intend to have it before the House before
we leave.

An hon. member: A little late.

Mr. MacDonald: Before we leave in July?

Hon. W. Newman: Yes.

Mr. Caunt: Supplementary: Would the min-
ister give an undertaking that in the event
the legislation comes into the House after

another bankruptcy takes place, the legisla-
tion would be made retroactive to cover

any such eventuality?

Hon. W. Newman: That would be a very
difficult thing to do, but I would be glad
to look at it. I think it would be a very

difficult thing to do; I'm sure the member
is aware of that.

Mr. Roy: But you are a very able cabinet

minister.

Mr. MacDonald: Farmers have suffered

because of the minister's delay.

LIQUOR ADVERTISING

Mr. Nixon: I'd like to direct a question
to the Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations having to do with liquor

policy. Is he aware that the liquor inspectors
under the Liquor Licence Board are visiting
licensed premises informing them of new
regulations pertaining to Sunday sales? Is

he aware of those regulations, was he the

sponsor of any change in policy?

Secondly, can he announce to the House
the position that the government is taking
with regard to so-called lifestyle advertis-

ing, which was the subject of some news
comments about two weeks ago indicating
the government was contemplating a change
in its former policy?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: In response to the

first part of the question, I'm not aware of

any change in Sunday liquor regulations. I'll

certainly look into it. Certainly the inspec-
tors visit the licensees frequently to advise

them on regulations. I'm not aware of any
change in that regard.

As far as the advertising directives are

concerned, there is an existing directive

which the hon. member is aware of. There
are certain revisions which have been recom-

mended to cabinet which have not yet been

approved. When they are approved, thev

will take thd form of regulations, which will

be published.

Mr. Nixon: Can the minister explain to

the House why the government appears to

be changing its former position? What has

led the government to approach a possible

ban! of lifestyle advertising? Is it that the

matter has been expressed, in the view of

opposition parties as well as members of

the minister's own party, that such advertis-

ing should be banned or at least regulated
and decreased?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: We've always reg-

ulated it and limited it—both the kind and
volume of advertising used for alcoholic bev-

erages. What we're doing now is an update.
The last one that we had, as I recall, was
about two years ago.
As the member knows, the federal minister

has expressed some concern about this and
we have been negotiating with the federal

government to try to refine our definition of
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what is lifestyle advertising. Most of us can

recognize it, but very few of us can actually

define it. So what we're trying to do now
is to come to grips with it properly, in a more

sophisticated way than we have in fhe past.

But it's simply a continuation of an existing

concern.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Why doesn't

the minister just ban liquor advertising?

Ms. Gigantes: Hey!

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Because, Mr.

Speaker, it has not been government policy

to ban advertising in that area or any other

area, to the best of my knowledge. Advertis-

ing happens to be the cornerstone of the

market economy.

Mr. Cassidy: You guys are prisoners of

ideology.

An hon. member: What about cigarettes?

[2:45]

Mr. Speaker: Was there a further supple-

mentary on this side? Either one of you,
whichever you wish.

Mr. Peterson: In view of the comments
of some of the minister's colleagues, particu-

larly the Minister of Colleges and Universities

(Mr. Parrott), advocating an increase in the

age of majority for drinking—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That is not

related to the question.

Mr. Peterson: It is very much related to

liquor in this matter.

Mr. Speaker: Right, but it has nothing to

do with the question.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. If it is in re-

lation to the first question that was asked,
I will allow the hon. member for Kitchener-

Wilmot with a supplementary, and then I

will allow one over there.

Mr. Sweeney: Does the minister have any
intentions of specifically directing his minis-

try's attention towards the ban of lifestyle

advertising for young people, because that is

where most of it seems to be directed right
now?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: That is part of the

entire question. Of course advertising spe-

cifically directed to young people under cer-

tain settings is lifestyle advertising. Our prob-
lem really is to find an enforceable definition

of what we are trying to regulate. That is

what we are doing and we have been doing.
There are regulations in place now which

prevent certain kinds and certain styles of ad-

vertising. The problem is to bring those up
to date in line with current community stan-

dards, and that is what we are trying to do.

When the new regulations come before

cabinet they will be examined very carefully

and I am sure my colleagues will have some

suggestions. My colleagues for the most part

have not seen the new regulations. Until they

have, there will be nothing published.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. One final sup-

plementary on this from the member for Port

Arthur.

Mr. Foulds: If the government is willing

to ban a certain type of advertising, why
isn't it willing, as a matter of government

policy, to go further and ban advertising for

the product? Is it because so much govern-
ment revenue is dependent on sale of alco-

holic beverages?

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The kind of ad-

vertising which has taken place in Ontario,

and most other provinces which permit ad-

vertising, has been brand-oriented advertis-

ing. We have done all kinds of research to

indicate that stopping advertising, as has

happened in other jurisdictions, simply hasn't

in any way curtailed either the sales or the

increase in sales of alcoholic beverages. There

is a great deal of the Ontario economy which

depends on the advertising industry and pro-

vided we have no evidence, and we don't

have any, that advertising increases the total

amount of consumption I don't see any
reason at the moment to ban it.

Mr. Nixon: Do you believe that?

STELCO EMISSIONS

Mr. Davison: I have a question of the

Minister of the Environment. Now that the

minister has had an opportunity to investi-

gate the charges of Cyril Jackson in regard

to environmental abuses at Stelco in Hamil-

ton, would the minister inform the House as

to what validity there is in Mr. Jackson's

charges? Would the minister also table with

the House all of the documentation he's used

in arriving at his conclusion?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Apparently Mr. Jackson
made two accusations regarding Stelco. First

of all, he claimed that the brickwork in the

open hearth furnaces was not complete, was

not high enough; and secondly, that the pre-

cipitators in the furnace were being turned

off at night.

This was investigated by my ministry and

the inspections revealed that in fact the

brickwork was done properly, and that this

had been inspected regularly while the con-

struction work was going on. I understand

that the mayor of Hamilton and his pollu-

tion committee were making a tour yester-
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day also to inspect the work and' the area

about which the allegations were made.

Secondly, it is my ministry's intention that

if the precipitators are turned off at night,
there's no saving to the company. Also, our

monitoring system would pick up any deteri-

oration in the ambient air quality as a result

of such a shutdown.
That's the information we have at the

present time and I'd be happy to table any
documents we have backing up that infor-

mation.

Mr. Davison: A short supplementary: That
means then that the minister is saying there

is absolutely no validity in the charges that

Mr. Jackson has made as far as his ministry
is concerned?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I am just saying that—yes,
that is basically what I am saying. However,
it has still to be followed up, as I say, with
a report from the Hamilton pollution com-
mittee as a result of their tour yesterday. I

assume that that will be taken to the coun-

cil, after which a final disposition would then
be made of this.

RETURNABLE CONTAINERS

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of the Environment. In

view of the serious violations taking place
under the provisions of The Environmental
Protection Act in respect to soft drink con-

tainers as outlined in a Pollution Probe letter

to his ministry dated June 21, 1977, what
has his ministry done to see that the retailers

mentioned in the letter are complying with
the law?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, this is the

matching provision the member is talking

about, the regulation that came into effect in

April. We have been encouraging groups
such as Pollution Probe to make any inspec-
tions they want to see that the regulation is

being complied with. When we have a com-
plaint that certain retail outlets are not han-

dling returnable containers as required by
the regulation, then our inspection staff will

follow up with that and if the allegation is

borne out charges would be considered.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: Did I hear the
minister right in saying that the enforcement
of these regulations is left either to indivi-

duals who will make complaints or associa-

tions like Pollution Probe? Doesn't he have
any inspectors out there in the field looking
to see if there are any infringements of these

regulations?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I was refer-

ring to the question placed by the hon. mem-
ber's colleague, in that groups are in fact

carrying out their own checking, shall we
say, of the regulation.

Mr. Foulds: It shows a certain lack of
faith in your ministry, doesn't it?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We have our own staff

who go around occasionally. I think the hon.
member realizes that to inspect every retail
outlet in the province would require at least
a doubling of our inspection staff. So we
encourage groups such as Pollution Probe,
and Garbage Coalition, if they wish, to carry
this out and to report to us.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary.
Mr. Speaker: We'll have a final supple-

mentary. I think the hon. member was go-
ing to rise and his neighbour stood up first.

Mr. Roy: That is right. I cut him off.

Mr. Speaker: You did. So we will give the
hon. member for Huron-Bruce a final sup-
plementary on this.

Mr. Roy: I am very sorry about that.

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, I am wondering,
in view of what the minister has said—the
fact that the ministry is short of inspectors,
and is depending on outside groups—does he
have any other avenues through which he
can ensure that retailers across the province
are abiding by the mandatory availability
provisions for soft drink containers?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We have the undertaking
of the industry itself that it will comply with
the regulations. The Ontario Soft Drink As-
sociation, for example, and the Retail Mer-
chants Association, have all indicated they
will comply with this regulation. If as a
result of our inspection, or as a result of a
complaint or any other type of inspection, we
are told that a particular store or a particular
chain of stores is not complying with the

regulations, then of course we take whatever
action is available to us under the legislation.

I don't know what more we can do. Cer-

tainly we cannot hire enough inspectors with-
in my ministry to carry out a continuous in-

spection of all the retail outlets in the prov-
ince.

INCO EMISSIONS

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of the Environment. In
view of the fact that negotiations are presently
going on between officials of his ministry and
Inco concerning the level of emissions from
the super stack at Sudbury; and in view of

the fact as well that the technical knowledge
about high stack emissions has changed since

that control order was first imposed several

years ago; and also in view of the fact that

the results of these negotiations will have a—
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Hon. B. Stephenson: Question.
Hon. W. Newman: Let's get the question.

Mr. Laughren: —major impact on people,
on fish, on water and on soil; will the minister

direct that the negotiations presently going
on behind doors be held in public?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I think first

of all, as the hon. member knows, we'll have
to get the result of a study that is going on
in the Sudbury area which we hope will be

completed this year. That has been a five-

year study involving the companies, Environ-

ment Canada, the Ontario Research Founda-
tion and my ministry. The results of that

study we hope will indicate what the reason-

able levels should be at the termination of

the present control order, I believe that is

starting in 1979. So certainly we will have
ime before that to assess or reassess the final

level requirement that was set back in, I

believe 1971 or 1972.

I'll say to the hon. member, Mr. Speaker,
that it doesn't appear the company can meet
that objective. It is a reduction in 1978 from

3,500 parts per million down to 750, and I

frankly really don't know what our people or

anybody else were thinking about back a few
years ago in setting that level, because it

would appear at the present time that it is

not possible to achieve.

However, the company wants to set a level

that we're not satisfied with; certainly a

rrrluction of 300 or 400 parts per million is

not adequate. If we are talking about 2,000
then that is generally the ballpark. I'm wait-

ing for that study, but I think, really, if we
do reach an agreement sometime this year
there is no reason why the explanation and
the rationale behind that agreement can't be

made known to the public and be subject to

a public hearing.

Mr. Laughren: Supplementary: Does the

minister not think that the public at large,

and indeed many interested environmental

groups such as the Canadian Environmental
Law Association, Pollution Probe, and elect-

ed officials in the various levels of govern-
ment, have a right to take part in these

negotiations before any conclusion has been

reached, and that it's an insult to these

people to tell them after the fact the deci-

sion the minister has arrived at?

Mr. Warner: Absolutely.

Mr. Laughren: And it is tons per day not

parts per million we are talking about.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It depends on the criteria.

Mr. Lewis: The criteria? That is quite
different.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The hon. member men-
tioned a final decision being made. I think

there is no reason why the public can't be
involved before a final decision is made,
but I think because of the very technical

nature of these negotiations that are going
on, certainly there should be some con-
clusion which could be taken to a public
meeting. In other words, if the ministry and
the industry agree on a certain level then
that can be taken to a public meeting and
the reasons behind it explained.

Mr. Cerma: Supplementary-
Mr. Speaker: Order please. We have spent

quite a bit of time on both a lengthy ques-
tion and a lengthy answer and we'll get on
to another question. If there is time, we'll

get back to it.

ATIKOKAN HYDRO PLANT
Mr. Reid: I have a question for the Min-

ister of Energy. Can he indicate whether
he has received the proposal from Ontario

Hydro for a Hydro generating plant at

Marmion Lake near Atikokan? If he has re-

ceived the report has the taken it to cabinet,
and when can we expect approval of the

building of the plant at Atikokan?

Mr. Roy: Does the minister know anything
about that?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: To the two first parts
of the question, yes and yes; I have received
the report and it has been approved. I think

the announcement will be tomorrow.

Mr. Roy: Will he be invited?

INDUSTRIAL DEAFNESS

Mr. Martel: Can the Minister of Labour
now tell me what steps are being taken to

assist those men who have suffered indus-

trial deafness, with respect to lip reading
and speech therapy being provided in the

Sudbury area instead of coming to Toronto?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the

whole subject of industrial deafness, the

treatments, the investigations necessary for

individuals who are in positions which might
lead to industrial deafness specifically in that

area; the treatment programs, the remedial

and therapeutic programs and the follow-up
rehabilitation programs, are matters which
are under discussion between the assistant

deputy minister in the Ministry of Labour

responsible for occupational health and

safety-

Mr. Laughren: Two years now.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —I am sorry, Dr.

May has only been there since December—
and the director of rehabilitation services

for the Workmen's Compensation Board.
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They have also had discussions with some

of the specialists in this area, not only in

Toronto but in other places, and are in the

process of developing the rationale for the

program in Sudbury and throughout the

province.

Mr. Martel: Supplementary: Could the

minister then indicate to us the deadlines

for these reports to be finalized, since three

years of prodding this government to deal

with that problem have gone by since I first

started to raise it in 1974?

[3:00]

Hon. B. Stephenson: I wasn't aware that

the hon. member for Sudbury East had been

raising it for that length of time, Mr. Speaker.
I was aware that he had some communication
with the Ministry of Health.

I can't give him a date, because it's not a

matter of accepting records; it's a matter of

discussing the problem, establishing the guide-
lines and the levels which are required, and
then attempting to establish the proper pro-

grams.

RADIATION HAZARD
Mr. Sweeney: A question to the Minister

of the Environment: Could the minister ex-

plain how it was possible for the Ministry of

Health to have advised James Galloway to

leave his home because of high radiation in

1975, when the Ministry of the Environment
had that information in 1973 and didn't do

anything about it, and Mr. Galloway sub-

sequently died?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: First of all, Mr. Speaker, I

don't know where Mr. Galloway lived—

Mr. Sweeney: Elora.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —and I would suggest that

I wouldn't have that information. If the hon.

member will give it to me, I'll get an answer
for him.

TOURISM
Mr. Wildman: I have a question for the

Minister of Industry and Tourism. In view of

the dropoff in American visitors last year and
his comments during the campaign about the

need for a major promotional program by the

private sector and the public sector, can the

minister give us any indication of what his

ministry is doing this year to try to promote
American tourism throughout the province?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Tourism in the northern

part of the province has increased slightly over
a year ago, and we think it perhaps can be
attributed pardy to the redirection of our

advertising program which the ministry has

implemented in the last eight or nine months.

First of all, we have gone away from tele-

vision advertising in the United States and
into more selective advertising in publications
and newspapers that serve a particular dis-

posable income bracket, which we think is

the type of funding that's required to travel

to a place known as Ontario.

Very clearly, the fact is that tourism in

North America, whether it relates to a given
state or city, has been down over the last

24 months or a little longer than that. In

Ontario, we think we've been able to main-

tain a fairly high percentage; and the spend-

ing position has been improved. While I admit

that the number of people coming to the

province of Ontario from the United States

is down, it has been somewhat supplemented

by the numbers of Ontarians staying at home
and doing their visiting here. I think it has

been related basically to the very sophisticated

advertising program that we've placed in

North America and in the domestic market,

and the emphasis we've been trying to give

to specific areas of the province of Ontario

in advertising to Ontarians.

Mr. Cunningham: Are you advertising in

British Columbia?

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Can the

minister indicate what increase he expects

as a result of his efforts and if he is aiming
his advertising mainly at the high-income
bracket or the lower-income bracket? What

type of tourism is he trying to promote,

especially in northern Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: We hope that in the

current year we will be able to maintain a

market position equal to last year's, which

will be quite a change compared to the rest

of the national position.

Mr. Makarchuk: Quite an increase.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I said "maintain." We're

not really trying to predict a substantial in-

crease in the market position of tourism in

Ontario. If we can hold the position we
had a year ago, in light of inflation and

in light of the increased cost of gasoline

and a few of the other deterrents, I think

we will do extremely well.

Yes, we have aimed our advertising pro-

gram basically at a very high disposable in-

come group, being the income group in the

range of $18,000 to $20,000 in the United

States. That's the market we believe will have

sufficient disposable income to offset the cost

of travelling north of the border.

FISH LEVELS

Mr. G. I. Miller: I have a question for the

Minister of Natural Resources. Is the minister

aware that since the eight-inch limit on perch
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was put into effect last year, the gill netters

in Port Dover are still having a problem
making enough catch to live within that

limit and that charges are being laid at

the present time?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I have been aware of

the problems. I believe the Ombudsman also

looked into the problems of the fishermen in

that area and some of the rules imposed. The
rules were imposed, of course, to protect
the fishery, and I think it's not wise to

assume that one should catch small fish and
therefore destroy future fishing potential.

Mr. Breithaupt: Sort of two for one.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I would hope that in the

long run, the steps being taken currently
are in the interests of the commercial
fishermen and I hope they'll appreciate that.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Could I ask one supple-

mentary? Mr. Speaker

Mr. Speaker: The question period has ex-

pired.

Mr. S. Smith: May I rise on a point of

privilege?

Mr. Speaker: On a point of privilege, yes.

REPORT EVALUATION
Mr. S. Smith: This morning, Mr. Speaker,

the member for London North (Mr. Van

Home) was given, from the Ministry of

Education, a document which was dated

April and had to do with evaluation in

Ontario. He was also given a copy of a

statement dated today, allegedly made by
the minister, or to be made by the minister.

My point of privilege is twofold. One is

that that statement appears not to have

been made, and we wonder what the status

of it is, because estimates are coming up
right after the question period.
The other is this: In view of the fact that

this report was ready and on the minister's

desk for some months now and in view of the

fact that our staff has asked for it repeatedly,
we feel that it's a breach of the privileges
of the members of this House to have it

suppressed and just supplied to our mem-
ber right now before the estimates begin on
the very same day with hardly enough time

to study it. I think the secrecy in this case

is a breach of the privileges of the members
of this House.

Mr. Speaker: There are rules and regula-
tions as to the presentation of these ma-
terials—of course, I don't know those things
are going on; I presume that the rules are

being followed. There is nothing I can do
about it at this particular time; I'll check into

it and, if necessary, I'll report back.

Does the hon. member for Wentworth
North have a point to raise?

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT FINANCES
Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, pursuant to

the standing orders, I would like to indicate

that I'm dissatisfied with the answer given
to me by the Treasurer regarding regional

government.

Mr. Speaker: It shall be so noted.

Petitions.

REPORTS

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD
Hon. B. Stephenson presented the annual

report for the Workmen's Compensation Board
for the year 1976.

Mr. Martel: That should be a disaster.

Mr. Warner: And spend your time apolo-

gizing.

Mr. Speaker: Are there any further reports?

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY
Mr. Villeneuve from the standing social

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved, that supply in the following
amount and to defray the expenses of the

Social Development Policy Secretariat be

granted to Her Majesty for the fiscal year

ending March 31, 1978:

Social Development Policy
Social Development Policy
program $2,214,000

Mr. Speaker: Are there any further reports?

Motions.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

SECURITIES ACT
Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading

of Bill 30, An Act to revise The Securities

Act.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS CORPORATIONS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 31, An Act to amend The Business

Corporations Act.

Motion agreed to.

COMMODITY FUTURES ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved first reading
of Bill 32, An Act to Regulate Trading in

Commodity Futures Contracts.

Motion agreed to.
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Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, these

three bills are reintroductions of bills which
were introduced in the previous Legislature
and compendia have already been distributed

to the opposition critics.

ADJOURNMENT DEBATE
Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day, on a point of order, might
I ask for some direction with respect to the

adjournment debate that will otherwise result

from the dissatisfaction of my colleague from
Wentworth North (Mr. Cunningham) with a

certain answer given today. The adjournment
debate is meant to take place on Tuesday and
Thursday evenings in the ordinary case. Since
the House is sitting this evening and since we
are sitting tomorrow only on the usual Friday
hours from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m., could) you give
direction as to whether you wish this matter
to proceed this evening or whether it would
b? more convenient to have it proceed next

Tuesday evening. It might be of mutual ad-

vantage to the members involved. I don't
know.

Mr. Speaker: It would be my thinking on
it that it should be next Tuesday evening. It

is the first Tuesday or Thursday evening that

we will be sitting. Next Tuesday evening was
what I had in mind.

Mr. Breithaupt: Fine. Thank you.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, just as

a matter of interest, can there be dissatisfac-

tion on a supplementary?
Mr. Roy: Oh sure, especially if it comes

from you.

Mr. Deans: You could create dissatisfaction

without a question.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I wonder
if I might have the consent of the House to

revert to motions?

Agreed to.

MOTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that tomorrow,
June 30, the House will sit at 10 a.m. and
rise at 1 p.m.; and when it rises it will stand

adjourned until 2 p.m. Monday, July 4.

Motion agreed to.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

ONTARIO UNCONDITIONAL GRANTS
AMENDMENT ACT

(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 6, An

Act to amend The Ontario Unconditional
Grants Act, 1975.

Mr. Swart: I had the opportunity to make
some comments on this bill before the debate
was adjourned yesterday at 6 o'clock. I

pointed out that our party had some strong
reservations about this bill.

First of all, the level of transfer payments
does not meet the level of need of the munic-
ipalities. Property taxes last year and this

year are going up more rapidly than the cost

of living or the average salary and wages.
The amount of money being transferred does
not live up to the Edmonton commitment,
the commitment given by this government in

1973 to the municipalities, which stated that

the level of transfers would keep up with the
amount of increase in revenue year by year
of the provincial government.

I just want to say that this is a bill which
should be providing the additional transfers

rather than by other means, because the un-
conditional nature of these transfers is cer-

tainly beneficial in two respects: One, because
it gives more autonomy to the local munic-

ipalities; and two, because it does not en-

courage excessive spending in the same way
that subsidies which are based on a per-

centage of expenditures do. Therefore, this

bill is inadequate in the amount of transfers

that it makes to local governments:
The seoond part of this bill, with which

we had real reservations, is a matter on
which I want to speak today. I suggest that

it attempts to cover up the excessive costs

of regional government and, in so doing,
it penalizes municipalities which are not in

regional government. This bill certainly

recognizes the voracious appetite of regional

government because it provides substantial

additional assistance to the municipalities in

regional government over and above the

amount of moneys provided to municipalities
which are outside of regional government.
But it therefore penalizes those municipali-
ties outside of regions by giving them sub-

stantially less assistance.

[3:15]

I would point out that if the city of

Owen Sound had been in regional govern-
ment this year, according to the tables they
would in fact have received something like

$125,000 more in grants than they now re-

ceive. In the case of Sarnia, this would be

something like $350,000; Thunder Bay would
have received $650,000 more; and the city

of London, something like $1.5 million more
in grants than they are now receiving.

Let me put that another way: If municipal
costs in regions—the expenditure per house-
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hold—were the same as in municipalities of

comparable size outside of regions, and

grants had been given proportionately, the

government could double that $6 per capita
additional grant which they now give to

regional municipalities, to all municipalities
in Ontario. They could have given $12 more

per capita to every municipality in this

province.
I say to the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough)

that his government refuses to even question
the principle of its type of regional govern-
ment in this province. Certainly there have
been reviews conducted within the individ-

ual regional municipalities and some are

under way at the present time, but these do
not deal with the fundamental issue of

whether we can afford in this province two

full-fledged tiers of local government in most
of the areas.

The member for Wentworth (Mr. Deans)
in the question period today raised that

issue. The member for Hamilton West (Mr.
S. Smith), the leader of the official opposi-
tion, also raised that question. I suggest that

the Treasurer, in his answer, really evaded
that in saying there would be an audit done
in the Hamilton-Wentworth area. There have
been these individual studies which have
been done there and in many other places
but never dealing with the fundamental
issue.

Mr. Speaker, I want aga'n to document
the excessive municipal costs where regional

governments exist in this province. A May
1976 publication—that's a year old now, but
no further one has been produced—of the

municipal finance branch of the Ministry of

Treasury, Economics, and Intergovernmental
Affairs, is entitled "Regional Government In

Perspective, A Financial Review." It is a

publication of this government and one must
assume it would support what the govern-
ment has done, yet it provided certain

statistics which must cause questions with

respect to the affordability of the kind of

regional government we have in this prov-
ince.

In that document, table seven, page 17,
there are some significant figures. It com-

pares the municipal expenditures per house-
holds for municipalities in three different

categories—Metro Toronto, inside regional
governments and the rest of Ontario. It

shows that from 1970 to 1975, expenditures
per household increased in Metro from
$836 to $1,450, or 73 per cent. In regions
they increased from $656 to $1,344 or 105
per cent; and in the rest of the province,
from $628 to $884 or just 41 per cent.

Let me repeat those figures: That in those

five years, from 1970 to 1975, the municipal

expenditure per household, apart from edu-

cational expenditures, increased in Metro by
73 per cent; increased in regions by 105

per cent; and in the rest of the province by
41 per cent. The significant thing is that by
and large the division of the population of

the province falls almost equally into those

three categories, although Metro Toronto is

slightly lower.

By the government's own figures, there-

fore, expenditures per household in regional

municipalities are 52 per cent higher than

municipalities outside the regions. The rate

of increase in the last five years has been
two and a half times greater than the rest of

the province. Yet the same municipalities,
which now spend 52 per cent more per
household, spent only 4.5 per cent more

per household in 1970, just five years ago,
when they were not in the regions.

Put another way, and using other figures
from the same document, it shows that in

Metro total spending was up 102 per cent

in those five years, in regions 159 per cent,

and in the other municipalities outside of

regions and outside of Metro, up only 65

per cent. It also shows that taxes in the

regions increased 40 per cent faster during
those years than they did in Metro or in the

municipalities outside of Metro and outside

of the regions.

Arguments are put forward by the Treas-

urer of Ontario and by the supporters of re-

gional government which attribute the higher

expenditures to a faster growth rate and
better services within the regions. They say
that's the main reason for the increase. Ad-

mittedly the municipalities in regional areas

are growing somewhat faster on the average
than those outside of the regions, but they
also were in 1970 when they spent only 4.5

per cent more, not 52 per cent more as they're

spending at the present time.

Because of those arguments put forward in

that document and by the Treasurer, a survey
was made of comparable cities. I've compared
such cities as Hamilton with the city of

London—somewhat comparable in population,
somewhat comparable in growth rate. The
expenditures per household in Hamilton in

1974 amounted to $1,069 compared to $816
in London. Who would say that London had
that much poorer services than the city of

Hamilton?
In Sudbury, the expenditures were $1,274

per household for municipal purposes com-

pared to $1,051 in Thunder Bay, a city of

comparable size. Cambridge, $1,214 com-

pared to Brantford, $834. And so on down the
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line of municipalities of varying sizes within

and without regional government, all show-

ing that the expenditures per household in

regional government were substantially higher
than they were in the municipalities outside

of regional government, down to places like

Grimsby, with a population of 16,000 where

they spent $1,015 per household, to Owen
Sound where they spent $928, or Thorold

where they spent $1,147 compared to Trenton

where they spent $982.
It shows that in all of these 20 cities—10

inside regional government 10 outside re-

gional government—that the average expendi-
ture per household in the municipalities in-

side regional government were $1,162 com-

pared to $919 outside of regional govern-

ment, or 25 per cent higher in the regional

municipalities than in the non-regional areas.

The apologists for our present form of re-

gional government also contend that there

are so many small municipalities in the group-

ings outside of regional government that in

the aforementionad publication comparisons
are meaningless. That, I say, is not so.

The 1970 municipal blue book, financial

information, which is the latest year pub-
lished—and I think that says something about

the ministry—gives figures which show rather

strikingly the much higher expenditures per
household of municipalities within regional

government compared to ones of similar

population outside of regional government.
Here are the figures computed from the

blue book and these are the total expendi-
tures per household for all municipal purposes

by population groupings: The municipalities
in the population groups 10,000 to 25,000,

inside regions, $1,021 expenditure per house-

hold; outside regions, $800. In the 25,000 to

50,000 population, inside of regions, $1,089;

outside of regions, $916. In the 50,000 to

100,000 class, $1,273 inside the regions and

$874 outside. Over 100,000, $1,135 inside

the region and $944 outside the region. Thus

the average expenditure per household of

municipalities within regions compared to

municipalities of the same size outside of

regions is 28 per cent higher. I suggest that

is serious enough that we should be taking

a serious look at the principle of regional

government. I think that is what we should

be addressing ourselves to; and until the

Treasurer does, the Ontario government
should bear all the extra costs of regional

government, not the property taxpayers.

Mr. Eakins: You are in favour of it, aren't

you?

Mr. Maeck: Who's going to give us the

money?

Mr. Swart: I am not in favour and never
have been in favour of the type of regional

government we have in this province, and
that is fully on record in many places.

I say we must have this examination, per-
haps even as suggested by the Leader of the

Opposition (Mr. S. Smith), a three-party ex-

amination. Before the House fell in April, I

presented a motion to this House, and I have
now once again tabled it. It reads as follows:

"That in the opinion of this House, there
now being some form of regional government
covering more than 60 per cent of the popu-
lation of Ontario and independent review
studies of three regional governments com-
pleted or nearing completion"—and more are

being done now of course—" the general gov-
ernment committee of the House should be
authorized to conduct by itself or through a

subcommittee a full inquiry into the cost and
benefits of the Ontario regional government
system generally and, without limiting the

generality of the foregoing, to examine in

particular:

"1. The cost of providing various munici-

pal services to residents of communities in-

side regional governments compared with

the costs in communities outside of regional

governments:
"2. The degree of duplication, overlap,

bureaucracy and redundancy in intermunici-

pal and municipal-provincial relationships of

regional versus non-regional local govern-

ments;
"3. The perceived and actual public ac-

countability of the regional systems;

"4. Alternative methods to the full-fledged,

two-tier system of local government."
In conclusion, I say the Edmonton com-

mitment, the inadequacy of transfers and the

regional government reorganization ought
to be an integral part of the conditional

grant consideration we have before us in

this bill. They are ignored, and therefore

we support this bill with a great deal of

difficulty. I say we only support it because

if it is defeated the municipalities are going

to be hurt even more, they will have less

revenue.

But I want to say, in conclusion, that you
can be assured we on this side of the House

will continue to fight for fundamental

changes. We object to this sort of proposal

which perpetuates the inequities and the

injustices to the municipalities and to the

property taxpayers.

Mr. Ashe: After listening to the hon.

member for Welland-Thorold, I wonder

whether he is addressing his remarks to

Bill 6, which we are considering today, An
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Act to amend the Ontario Unconditional

Grants Act, 1975.

Mr. Peterson: An astute observation.

Mr. Ashe: It seems to me he had a dis-

sertation relating to regional government and

regional government only.

Mr. Ruston: He is in favour of it.

An hon. member: He is a federalist.

Mr. Ashe: The thing that amazes me is

how we have many experts who have really

not been involved in that particular level

of government and don't really know what
is going on. In actual fact they are one of

the reasons there have been some problems
with it. The attitude of some members in

that corner of the House, out in the hus-

tings, and out in the areas, has been very

negative. Instead of being positive to help

implement it and make it work, they have
done everything to make it difficult for the

commitments of that level of government.

[3:30]

As the member for Welland-Thorold indi-

cated, there is no doubt at all that costs in
the regionalized areas are somewhat higher
than in the unregionalized areas. He did

indicate, and it is fact; the main reason for

it, and I am really surprised that a member
from the third party would suggest that it

is outside the bounds of their particular
thoughts and philosophies that all people
within an area and all people within this

province of ours should not enjoy the same
level of service. That, of course, is one of
the reasons why regional government is

generally doing its task and doing its job;
albeit on the short term at somewhat higher
costs, because in equalizing the level of
service throughout a wide area; expanding the
level of service over a wide regionalized area,
there is no doubt that there are substantial

capital costs in the earlier years. This is what
has been seen in most regional areas, and I
would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, and to
members of the House that this is levelling
out and will level out in most areas when
it has had time to operate.

Getting more specifically to Bill 6, I

think it is an area of course that is appre-
ciated by all municipalities, this is not the
greatest area of concern to municipal gov-
ernment, and I have been a party to that

system for some seven and a half years up
until about a couple of weeks ago. The
main concerns of municipalities have been
to do with the conditional grants not the
unconditional grants, albeit there is no doubt
there has been an ongoing difference of

opinion as to the interpretation of the Ed-

monton commitment as was referred to by
the hon. member for Welland-Thorold. I

have been on the other side of that particu-
lar fence too, as a member of the Provincial

Liaison Committee. He is quite aware of

that, and made reference to that fact yester-

day. That really doesn't come to a great
deal in Bill 6. Municipalities this year

generally were quite in favour of the in-

creases that are proposed by this bill and,
of course, their budgets were set with the

particular figures indicated in this bill in

mind.
One of the concerns—and this also was

expressed yesterday; I'm not sure whether it

was by the previous speaker or by a former

speaker—is the unconditional grant for police

purposes. There is no doubt in my experi-

ence, and from hearing the experiences of

other people who have been involved in the

municipal level of government for the last

number of years, that the police commissions

generally seem to have taken upon them-
selves that when there was an increase in

the police grant in any form, whether it be
in the regionalized areas or non-regionalized

areas, that this really was a licence to spend
these extra dollars within the police function.

I would recommend to the Treasurer and

suggest that in a future year—I'm not sug-

gesting it in this particular Bill 6 at ail-

possibly the unconditional grants should

actually be a total dollar grant and not

specifically identified for police purposes, and

possibly some of the areas that the police
commissions have been taking unto their

own to spend these source of funds might
be somewhat not as identifiable for them.

One of the concerns that municipalities
have had generally, and I have expressed this

in the past, comes in directly to what the

hon. member was referring to before about

growth areas. As I indicated before, there

is no doubt at all that these areas are ex-

panding their level of service and equalizing
their level of service because they are accept-

ing, generally speaking, growth rates in their

population that are in some instances sig-

nificantly higher than the provincial average.
I don't think that the present situation in

our unconditional grants of basing grants on

population figures that are related to the

previous autumn are really fair to those

municipalities and those regions who have

large growth going on in them. Possibly

consideration can be given in a future

amendment to this bill to recognize munic-

ipalities in growth areas so that they can

get an advantage of a more up to date, prob-

ably average figure of what the population
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they serve and offer their' services to might
be from one year to the other.

In closing, I think Bill 6 before us should

be expeditiously handled by the House so

that the moneys that have been indicated

and programmed and used in the budgets of

the various respective municipalities, whether

they be local or whether they be regional,

can be implemented. Let's get on with the

job. Thank you.

Mr. B. Newman: I wish to make a few

comments concerning this bill, Mr. Speaker,

and most of my comments are going to be

repetitive as far as the minister is concerned,

because they are going to be parochial and

deal with the city of Windsor and the serv-

ices it provides to trie adjacent municipalities.

The minister is aware that the munic-

ipality of Windsor, not being a regionalized

government, has certain oversize facilities,

such as water treatment plants and water

works plants to enable the growth to take

place in the surrounding municipalities. But

even though it may have the responsibilities

of a| regionalized municipality, it is not pro-
vided the funding that a regionalized munic-

ipality receives from the government. In

other words, it is being mistreated in terms

of funding, and I would sincerely hope that

the minister would review the situation as far

as my community is concerned and assist

it to maintain a more reasonable tax rate

so that the residents at least would have in-

creases that are at a reasonable level without

arbitrarily cutting off essential services.

There is also another problem as far as

the grants are concerned; that is, the grants

are based on population statistics. Whose
statistics are we going to take? In my own
community we had a series of statistics that

indicated a 205,000 population and then an-

other series that showed a population of

195,000; and because of the difference,

where the breakoff point happens to be

200,000 population, it puts the municipality
in an adverse financial position if the popu-
lation is taken as being 195,000 rather than

205,000. The mayor did have a study con-

ducted in which it was indicated the popula-
tion was greater than that reported by the

assessment commissioner. I'm just wonder-

ing if there couldn't be some agreed statis-

tical information as far as population is con-

cerned so that confusion wouldn't arise again
in the future.

So, even though the city of Windsor is not

a regional government, for all intents and

purposes it provides the surrounding munic-

ipalities with some of the services that a

regional! government provides.
As far as the grant structure is concerned,

I think there should be sizeable increases.

If one compared my community with the city

of London, one would find that the overall

financial assistance to the city of London is

substantially greater than it is to the city

of Windsor. Not that we wish to have any-

thing taken away from the city of London,
but we would like to be elevated to the

same status as that of the city of London.

This is the extent of my comments, Mr.

Speaker, and I hope the minister in reply-

ing to all of the speakers will lend a more

cheerful and better ear to the plight of the

city of Windsor and provide them with extra

funding so that the property tax rate will

not increase as substantially in the future as

is did in the past.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

York South.

Mr. MacDonald: The brevity of the last

speaker left me in a mild state of shock, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Roy: I won't be shocked if you are

brief.

Mr. Reid: Follow his example.

Mr. MacDonald: I'll be relatively brief too.

May I say at the outset that if the hon.

member for Durham West (Mr. Ashe) felt

that my colleague from Welrand>-Thorold (Mr.

Swart) was missing the principle of the bill

because he was discussing regional govern-

ment in some detail, maybe I should anticipate

a mild protest on his part once again because

I intend to try to put this bill in a bit of his-

torical perspective, because I think that's

what's got to be done.

Obviously we support this bill, because it

is at least of some assistance to existing

municipalities. It's going to provide some

measure of relief. Without it, the burden

would be even greater; that, of course, :s

the problem. The trend, as has been de-

lineated in much detail by my colleague

from Welland-Thorold, has been that pro-

vincial grants have been taking a smaller and

smaller proportion of the burden that is fall-

ing upon the local municipalities.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Mr. MacDonald: It is not nonsense.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It certainly is.

Mr. Swart: It is not.

Mr. MacDonald: The proportion of the

burden that is falling on local taxpayers

through the property tax has been going up.

And it's been going up because while there

was a thrust on the part of this government
in the early 1970s, sort of symbolized or in-

stitutionalized in the Edmonton commitment,
there has been a backing off from the Ed-

monton commitment. I don't want to get
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into an argument as to the extent of the

backing off or the details of it. There has

been some backing off, and because there

has been a backing off, the government has

reverted to the old trend of an increasing

proportion of that burden to fall on local

taxpayers.

That, it seems to me, makes it necessary
to put it in historical perspective. Because

we're looking at two or three little bits and

pieces, two or three little nibblings at the

corners of a very great problem. It is a prob-
lem that was examined in excessive detail,

not only in the broad context of the inequity
of our tax structure and the Carter commis-
sion investigation federally or in the Smith

committee investigation in the province of

Ontario, but in what's going to be done to

come to grips with the most inequitable of

all of the taxes in what is conceded to be a

basically inequitable tax structure across the

board. The most inequitable of all the taxes,

of course, is the property tax.

We've had in the last 10 years in the

province of Ontario, no fewer than six tax

studies. There was the Smith committee

study. It made its recommendations. The
government or the Legislature then ap-

pointed a select committee which examined
the recommendations of the Smith commit-

tee; the so-called White committee once

again did an overall job. In the interval,

we've had three studies of special tax prob-
lems such as farm lands and golf course

taxing and things of that nature.

A year ago, the government once again
came back to this unresolved problem, spell-

ed out a number of questions and appointed
another commission, the Blair commission, to

examine it. I think I am accurate in stating

that the provincial Treasurer and many other

spokesmen for the government said that they
were awaiting the recommendations of the

Blair commission because with their guidance
and their reply, with the input that they
would have had from all across the province
on these 14 key questions, the government
presumably was finally going to grasp the

nettle and do something about it. But almost

within the hour of the making public of the

Blair commission report, the provincial
Treasurer indicated that it was too contro-

versial, that he was going to seek more

input.

Well, for how long do we go on in this

process of seeking more input? This issue

has been studied to death. I concede, Mr.

Speaker, that it is a complex problem, but
I insist that its complexities are not going
to be reduced by continued procrastination
that has gone on now in recognizing there

was a problem for literally a generation or

more and in studying that problem for the

last decade.

During the course of the election cam-

paign, the government once again, though it

was within the context of the Premier's (Mr.

Davis) assertion that he was going to make
no promises—he was going to be running on
his record, so to speak—but as the pressures
of the campaign went on, some promises

began to emerge. One of them was a little

bit more relief to senior citizens from the

burden of education tax.

I don't know what other members of the

Legislature have found, but there is no
other topic—apart from the high-priority items
in our casework with our constituents such
as housing and workmen's compensation and
unemployment insurance and so on—that I,

in discussing and meeting with my con-

stituents, find raised more frequently than
the excessive burden of education tax on
senior citizens. Their argument is an argu-
ment that they see in highly personal terms.

They have paid the education tax for years
to the municipality, they have educated
their children, why should they now have
to continue to pay in a fashion which is

driving them out of the home which may
be most of the asset that they've got left in

life, the achievement of a lifetime's working
and raising their family?

[3:45]

But the government once again nibbled at

it. But in nibbling at it, Mr. Speaker, they
underlined how impossible this is of pro-

viding an overall solution if you are only
adding a bit more here and bit more there.

It is wise, it is well, it is a good thing, to

relieve the burden on senior citizens. But
there are others who are on fixed income,
there are others who are on low incomes;
and they are struggling to maintain their

homes with young and growing families and
all the attendant expenses upon whtom the

burden falls just as heavily. My plea to this

government, in the context of this bill and
the principle we are taking a look at here,

is that the time has long since passed when
we should seek to relieve this acknowledged
burden, the acknowledged inequity of the

property tax, without coming to grips with

this problem, without coming up with what-

ever are th ;s government's answers to the

recommendations of the Blair commission.

In an obvious and very brief digression, I

would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that the answer

is partly in this kind of increase in uncondi-

tional grants. But to get back into another

running theme in Ontario politics for the past
30 years, if you want to relieve the burden
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at the local level, sure you do it by increas-

ing the unconditional grants, but you recog-
nize what has been pointed out to this gov-
ernment by the organized municipalities
across this province for years; namely that it

is not a legitimate proposition that you should

lay such a large burden of the services to

people upon local property taxes. Services to

property, fine; sewage, police, fire and so

forth. But services to people are more
legi-

timately and more equitably raised from tne

general revenue of the province, from the

general economic capacity, both in the per-
sonal and corporate fields, for meeting, for

example, the needs of education.

We all know that the Tory party was
elected in 1943 on the promise that they
were going to grapple with that problem and
meet at least 50 per cent of the cost of edu-

cation, so that you wouldn't have this burden
at the local level that is nibbled at by these

small increases in unconditional grants. We
all know that it took them about 15 or 20

years before they fulfilled the promise of 50

per cent. Then they got up to 60 per cent.

The plea of the opposition parties was at

least 80 per cent of the burden of education

costs should be met from provincial govern-
ment grants, services to people raised from
the overall wealth of this province. But we're

slipping back, we're slipping beyond the 60

per cent. Having headed in the right direc-

tion, the trend is now back in the direction

of square one where this government started

out back in 1943.

So, Mr. Speaker, I reiterate that we sup-

port tJhas, but we support it with all of the

qualifications, with all of the concerns that

have been expressed by my colleague who is

the critic on municipal taxes and municipal
affairs, the hon. member for Welland-Thorold.
We support it because, at least, it's a small

measure of relief, but it is not the answer.
I pray that sometime tMs minister, instead

of bellowing at us in rhetoric and in out-

worn ideology, will grapple with some of

these problems and come up with some sort

of a solution to the whole problem instead

of nibbling at the corners of it.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Ottawa East.

(Mr. Roy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I don't

know if I've had occasion, publicly, to tell

you how good a job you're doSng, but I'd

like to put that clearly on the record and
wish you Godspeed in that position and long
life. Likely the job may become permanent
if you continue with the same efficacy that

you've started.

If I can be very parochial—

'Mr. Peterson: You just were.

Mr. Roy: No, no. I'm not being parochial;
I was being very objective towards the

Speaker, I thought.
What I want to say very briefly with re-

spect to Bill 6 is simply this: First of all, I'm

concerned, as has been expressed by other

members, that the unconditional grants are

not solving the tax problems of municipalities.

Very often these are problems that have been

imposed on them by this government, and

certainly by this minister.

I can recall a year or so ago—I think it was

early in 1977—raising with the minister the

fact that in the Ottawa area the taxes ap-

peared to be 25, 50, and up to 75 per cent

higher than they were in other comparable
jurisdictions such as London, Hamilton, and

certainly Toronto. At that time I had raised

it with the Treasurer and asked him if there

was something he could do if there was some

explanation that could be given why the taxes

for the residents in Ottawa-Carleton were so

much higher than in comparable municipali-
ties in other areas of the province.
At that time the minister, in one of his

moments of gusto, replied to me that if I

had any problems with the taxes locally I

should be going back to these municipal
politicians and saying to them that they ob-

viously are doing something wrong, or at

least their efficiency was questionable as com-
pared to local politicians in other areas of the

province. I thought that that was to some
measure unfair because certainly Ottawa-
Carleton had regional government imposed on
them by this government and as I recall, if

not this minister, certainly his predecessor,
with the approval of the present minister,
who was a member of cabinet at that time.

Of course, we saw the results, as in many
other areas of the province, where taxes just
shot right up. We have seen that the blue-

print for regional government—that of making
it bigger, more efficient and more responsible

—just hasn't worked out that way. What it

has done is just added another layer of gov-
ernment. It has cost more money and so on.

I raised this with the minister and had very
little response. The reason I bring it up again,
and I think it's relevant to this bill, is that

the minister again has issued a speech that

he made on June 21 to the Association of

Municipal Clerks and Treasurers of Ontario.

In that speech he published a list of statistics

of the mill rate changes and residential prop-

erty taxes per household, 1977. Again from
this list it indicates there are problems in

Ottawa-Carleton.

For instance, in Toronto the average tax

per year per household is $597, where in

Ottawa it's $693, which means that in Ot-
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tawa we are paying close to $100 more per
residence on average than Toronto. As com-

pared, let's say, to Hamilton, Hamilton is pay-

ing $596, a dollar less than Toronto—again a

situation whereby Ottawa is paying more and
or the municipalities in the Ottawa-Carleton
area Ottawa is the one that has the lowest

rate. In fact Nepean township has an average
rate of $990. Gloucester has a somewhat

higher rate as well; I think I have the other

ones here.

Gloucester township has something like

$836. The single family tax load in Nepean
is something like $1,003 per year. And, of

course, there is the residence in Rockcliffe—

and I have somewhat less sympathy there be-

cause they live in means that are affluent and

adequate, but just as a matter of interest, in

Rockcliffe the average resident pays some-

thing like $2,328 per year.

Mr. Peterson: Is that in your riding, Albert?

Mr. Roy: No, that's not in my riding.

Mr. Peterson: That's why you don't care.

Mr. Roy: I have to say to my colleague
from London Centre that, of course, I have

great support there. The people love me in

Rockcliffe and there's no problem there.

So, Mr. Speaker, I thought it was important
to bring this again to the attention of the

minister and—

Mr. Peterson: Do you allow lies in the

House, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Roy: —in fact I brought it to the

attention in the question period again. Surely
with all the officials that the Treasurer has

and all the experts that he has, he can call

on them at a moment's notice to give him
some statistics, some explanation.

In fact the minister tried to do that during
the election itself, Mr. Speaker. The minister

called on his ministry people and in no time

they had the costing of the NDP election

promises so I would expect, Mr. Speaker, that

the minister-

Mr. Makarchuk: If they are as good at that

as they were on the election, the Treasurer
had better not call on them too often.

Mr. Roy: Yes, I am concerned about that

explanation.
In any event, Mr. Speaker, I want to say

to the minister that it's not really fair to say
that if Ottawa has that problem, or Gloucester
or Nepean township, that it is the fault of the

local politicians, because it was by this gov-
ernment, with the acquiescence of his minis-

ter, that regional government was imposed on
us. We didn't really ask for it and we are

suffering the tax increase that so many other

regional municipalities are facing. I want to

bring this to your attention, Mr. Speaker. I

am sure that through your good graces we
will get the minister to respond to the plight
of the people in the Ottawa-Carleton area, to

a very valid objection, and I think something
that is supported by the ministry's own
statistics.

The second point I want to deal with in

this bill is the question of the grants to police
forces. Again, I am concerned about what is

happening to Ottawa-Carleton, because the

per capita grant to police forces associated

with regional municipalities—in other words,
to regional police forces—is $15 per capita,
but if they are associated with just the mun-
icipality it's $10 per capita. Again, that's un-
fair. It's unfair because a succession of minis-

ters have come to Ottawa-Carleton and said,

"No, we are not going to impose regional

police forces here." The main reason they
don't do it-

Mr. Peterson: Point of order, Mr. Speaker,
I don't see a quorum.

Mr. Cunningham: Well, the Treasurer just

left.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would like to re-

mind the hon. member that there are two
other committees sitting at this time, and it

is sometimes difficult. However, if the mem-
ber wishes, I will ask the Clerk to ascertain if

there is a quorum.

Mr. Roy: I'll tell you what, Mr. Speaker.
I am not so concerned about the quorum as

having the minister there. I would like to see

him sitting there, and he's gone during very

important remarks. I am sure it was some-

thing important that he was called out on.

In any event—ah, here he is, he's come back.

Now that I see the minister coming back

into the House I am less interested in a

quorum, considering what's going on in other

parts of this august building.

As I was explaining, a succession of minis-

ters have come to Ottawa-Carleton, and they
have said, "No, we have no intention of im-

posing a regional police force on Ottawa-

Carleton, because the forces that are there

are doing a good job." It seems to me that

makes sense, if you've got a police force or a

variety of police forces working in concert

and they are doing a good job, why should

you have a regional force?

The statistics again bear out that in Ottawa-

Carleton the residents are as well protected
as any other regional area, on the statistical

compilation anyway. However, here we have

a grant system which still says to Ottawa-

Carleton, "We're satisfied with the law en-

forcement setup that you have there. We're

not going to impose a regional police force

on you. We think that the various police
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forces in Ottawa-Carleton are doing a good

job, but we are going to punish you. All the

other regional police forces are going to get

$15 per capita, but Ottawa-Carleton will

only get $10."
I really think that's unfair, in view of the

fact that this minister, or at least his col-

league the Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth)
who has jurisdiction over the police, is not

prepared to impose a regional police force in

Ottawa-Carleton. Our forces there have had
a few problems. For instance, some of you
have heard about the mayor of Vanier. He
ran into a little problem dealing with body-
rub clubs and that sort of thing, and the court

process is now under way, but that doesn't

take away from the effectiveness of that par-
ticular force, the Vanier police department,
or the Ottawa police department, or Glouces-

ter or Nepean, and even the OPP who are

patrolling that great area of Rockcliffe.

So I am saying, and I want to emphasize
this again, I just can't understand, and I

would like some explanation from this min-

ister, if the government or if he himself is

satisfied with the type of policing that's go-

ing on in Ottawa-Carleton—and I can re-

member a succession of ministers saying that

that was the case—why is he penalizing
Ottawa-Carleton and giving us only $10
when the regional police forces in other

areas of the province are getting $15? I

think it's unfair, and I don't think it is in

keeping. I think it is inconsistent. If the

government feels that Ottawa-Carleton is, in

fact, not doing a good job, or if it feels

that in fact it is trying to encourage them to

have a regional police force, then impose it

on them. Don't be inconsistent and say to

them, on the one hand, "You are doing a

good job, we see no reason to have a

regional police force," but on the other

hand "We will penalize you because you
don't happen to have a regional force."

[4:00]

I think it's unfair. The residents of Ottawa-
Carleton deserve better treatment than

they're getting from this government or this

minister.

Mr. Makarchuk: I'd like to bring to the
minister's attention the other situation that

was mentioned or alluded to by one of the

speakers earlier this afternoon. This is a
case in Brantford, which is not a regional

municipality, however the city is situated

in such a position in the county and the con-

ditions being what they are in that county,
the city provides most of the services that a

regional municipality does. Because they are

not organized into a regional municipality,

they naturally are penalized.

Mr. Cunningham: No they are not.

Mr. Makarchuk: They are penalized in

terms of grants. I'd like to point out to the

minister that in this case the city provides
most of the recreation facilities, all the

library facilities, most of the sewage treat-

ment plants, the transportation services, the

social services, the Children's Aid Society
and the family service bureau as well as the

municipal welfare services. The major hos-

pitals are located in the community and
three out of four of the high schools in the

area are located in the community. The
municipality also makes major contributions

to the county road system. In effect, what
we have is that about two thirds of the

people in that area living in the country are

responsible for or provide the services for the

other one-third who live in the surrounding
townships as well as the communities.
What we have here in effect is a re-

gional organization, because there are services

within the community that are organized on
a county-wide basis, but again the munici-

pality does not receive these grants. For

example the police grant, which is $10 to

a municipality and $15 to a regional munici-

pality.

I think the minister should look into this

very seriously. If there is an existing local

situation which seems to be working and
there is a move within the county to try to

iron out some of the problems that exist in

that area, with the thought that perhaps
some allowances should be made. In other

words, we're not asking for special treatment
or more grants than somebody else. What
we're asking is that where the performance
or the situation is what it is, we should at

least get the grants that are paid to the

regional municipalities.
It seems to me that unless these grants

are increased to municipalities like Brant-

ford, then what in effect the government is

doing indirectly is forcing the municipality
into some form of regionalism in order to

bring about some equity in taxes, an equity
in terms of paying for the services that are

provided there so that the outlying townships
will be contributing at least an equal
amount as the city taxpayer. Indirectly what
the minister is doing, as I said earlier, if

he does not move in this direction, is forc-

ing them into regionalism, which is rather

a controversial thing as he well knows.

Instead of moving in that direction, I

wonder if you would provide the grants to

the municipality and allow them, with those

increased grants, to try to work out their

own restructuring, which is the direction
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they're moving at this time. That is not ask-

ing for any special services or any grants

greater than the minister is handing out to

other municipalities. At the same time, what
he will do is provide a certain sort of ami-

cable solution to some of the problems on
the local level.

Mr. Cunningham: I'd like to make a few
comments on this Act to amend The On-
tario Unconditional Grants Act as they re-

late to the particular region 1 live in. I want
to say to the Treasurer that many of us

would endorse the idea of pumping these

grants into the municipalities to save the

taxpayers from the tremendous increases that

we are seeing. Right now in the township of

Flamborough the average increase, I believe,

will be somewhere in the area of 31 per
cent, certainly far and above the AIB guide-
lines. In: fact, it was just last week that his

friend and my friend, the mayor of the

township of Flamborough, undertook to have
an old-fashioned political meeting in the vil-

lage of Waterdown to attempt to explain this

31 per cent increase in our taxes. I must say
I was somewhat sympathetic to the mayor
in that I felt very sorry for him that he was
being subjected to a great deal of disdain

which I would say should be borne largely

by the Treasurer and by the government
party, because I think the difficulties we are

experiencing in that particular area relate

almost entirely to this inefficient system of

regional government.

Certainly the taxpayers in my area are

being penalized. They are being penalized in

two particular ways: One is by accommo-
dating, through their own personal municipal
taxes, the inefficiencv of regional government
—as taxpayers in the province of Ontario,

they are also accommodating the various

grants that are put in to keep regional gov-
ernment floating—and, of course, the hidden
cost that very few of us tend to appreciate,
the cost of the civil servants in the province
of Ontario who are) designated to specifically

address their concerns to the operation of

regional government. As the Treasurer may
recall, through a speech in a previous budget
debate, I did bring forth a number of ad-

vertisements for people who were going to

be hired, I must say at rather significant

salaries—and the salaries were at the rates of

two or three years ago—and who would be

charged with the responsibility of trying to

make regional government work.

As the Treasurer well knows from com-
ments that I have made and comments that

my leader has made, as well as members of

the third party in my particular area, our sys-

tem of regional government is not working;
and any harbouring of the illusion that we
can continue to pump a great deal of money
into that system and make it work, I think,

is fallacious at best.

What I would suggest here is that we un-

dertake to have a rather frank, candid and,
if possible, non-partisan approach to this

very serious problem so that we can examine
not only the cost of regional government but

the deterioration of services. I would say

respectfully that, notwithstanding any in-

creases to unconditional grants to my munic-

ipality, the people in my particular area, and
more specifically in the outlying areas of the

Hamilton-Wentworth region, would be very

hard-pressed to continue to find money to

pay for their municipal taxes. Their services

continue to go down and their taxes continue

to go up.
To that end, I also would make a comment

on the transitional grant aspect of this legis-

lation. The fact that we are limited to five

years in the implementation of a regional

system of government is disturbing to me
because, regardless of whether the system is

workable or not, one would think that it

would take considerably longer than five

years to determine that. In my area, un-

fortunately, the area does not recognize the

community of interest; structurally, it is un-

sound and, I believe, will never work. But
to limit the extent of support from the prov-
ince of Ontario to a region, to a period of

five years, is blatantly unfair, Essentially, it

is saying: "You are on your own now." The
citizens in the township of Flamborough,
in the towns of Dundas and Ancaster, and

certainly in the outlying areas of the mem-
ber for Wentworth's riding are paying

through the nose. I want to say to the Treas-

urer1 at this particular point in time that it is

unacceptable to them now and will be in

the future if that situation isn't corrected.

Mr. Davison: When I first laid eyes on

this Bill 6, Mr. Speaker, it immediately

struck me as something of a half measure.

However, the more I examine it, the more I

have to reassess that fraction downwards.

There can be no doubt that our municipal-

ities are in serious financial trouble—our re-

gional municipalities, our towns, our villages

and our cities. This bill does not go very far

in solving those real financial problems. To
solve those financial problems, we need some

very serious and some very major legislative

changes. But I am willing to support the bill

on the fine principle that in principle a

fraction of a loaf is better than none. How-
ever, I don't think we should let the bill pass
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by us without taking the opportunity to offer

a bit of constructive criticism.

The municipalities in Ontario aren't in

trouble financially because of mismanagement
by regional councils or lack of attention to

municipal problems by municipal councils.

They are in serious financial problems be-

cause of the actions and the inaction of this

government.
The list of failures on the part of the gov-

ernment runs a long way. It goes all the way
through from the Edmonton commitment to

regional government, to the failure to relieve

the education tax burden. If I might, Mr.

Speaker, I would like to offer a few com-

ments; not on all the problems in all the

municipalities in general, but rather a few

observations on one of the problems in the

regional municipality in which I live, that's

Hamilton-Wentworth. The problem I would

use as an example would be regional govern-
ment. I hope you pay attention to that prob-

lem, and from beginning to understand that

problem perhaps you can understand some of

the methods you can use to solve the prob-
lems of finances at the municipal level.

Regional government has had an effect not

only on financial problems and the finances

of our regional municipality and the com-

ponent municipalities. It has also had a

tremendous impact on politics in Hamilton-

Wentworth. You recall that in the election

of 1971, which was the election preceding the

implementation of regional government, the

Conservative Party held two of the six seats

in Hamilton-Wentworth. Then regional gov-

ernment entered the scene and in the next

election Tory representation in the six seats

fell from two to one. The regional govern-

ment continued; the problems grew worse.

What happened in the most recent election?

Conservative representation fell to zero.

I am not suggesting that the government
should have to feel upset about that situa-

tion. In fact, I don't mind if you feel happy
about losing the member from "Sanity

Island"; it doesn't make much difference. But

what I think you should do is examine that

and examine why you've managed to lose all

of your seats in Hamilton-Wentworth.

Mr. Peterson: The NDP almost lost you.

Mr. Davison: Not to a Tory.

Mr. Peterson: Heaven forbid.

Mr. Davison: Yes, I agree.
What the people were trying to tell you

was something very simple. They were try-

ing to tell it to you in the strongest terms

that were available to the people of Hamilton-

Wentworth. After all, we are very peaceful

people, not given to violence. When they
turfed you out of that area they were telling

you that they were upset, that they were dis-

contented with regional government.
I don't think you should make a mistake

about the nature of that discontent. I am sure

there will be all kinds of reasons and excuses

offered. Perhaps it's good for the people of

Hamilton-Wentworth in more ways than one
not to have a Conservative member, because
now you are going to have to listen directly

to the residents, the citizens of Hamilton-

Wentworth, without the message having to

go through a Tory member and perhaps the

message can come out a bit more clearly.

The citizens of the regional municipality of

Hamilton-Wentworth are discontented be-

cause they understand very clearly that it

takes more money to run the regional munic-

ipality than it took to run the previous system
of local government. They are upset and they
are discontented because in many ways ser-

vices deteriorated under the regional system.

The people of the regional municipality of

Hamilton-Wentworth are further upset and
discontented because they understand that

your transitional grants are going to run out

very quickly and once again they are going
to have to assume a greater portion of the

costs and they are going to have to have

higher local taxes.

That's the guts of the question—that prop-

erty tax on which we rely for municipal

funding. It's not just simply a question of

the government shifting more and more of

the burden of municipal costs to the local

taxpayer. It's also a question of shifting

more and more of the education tax burden

to the taxpayer in Hamilton-Wentworth.

[4:151

In the city of Hamilton, for example, in

1975 the provincial grants came to 49.4 per

cent of the money spent. Now in 1977 it

looks as if they are going to fall to about

40.8 percent. That difference of over eight

per cent has to be made up before we can

even begin to deal with increased costs.

What that all means in terms of the tax-

payer and the tax, is that it's possible for

a person in my riding to own a home worth

less than $30,000 and pay in excess of

$1,200 a year in property tax. That's just

nuts. The government has already got its

hand as far as it can possibly go into the

property taxpayer's pocket and there is just

no more money there for the local munici-

palities. That's the problem the government
has to be addressing itself to.

This Bill 6 just does not do the job. I

understand the government is not pretend-

ing it does the job or is even supposed to

do the job, but it's just not going to have
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an effect on the spiralling property tax in

the way that's needed.

While it won't relieve the problem, we're

going to support it because it is better than

nothing. But if the government really wants

to do something to be of assistance to the

people of Hamilton-Wentworth would it

please consider—and I ask this of the Treas-

urer—please consider an immediate review

of regional government in Hamilton-Went-
worth from the operative, financial and
structural points of view.

Mr. Davidson: Mr. Speaker, I will not be
too long in addressing the Treasurer.

As has been pointed out already by my
colleague from Hamilton Centre, we will

support this bill-

Mr. Cassidy: You could make your maid-
en speech on this subject.

Mr. Davidson: —not because we feel it

is solving the problem as it exists in On-
tario today, but because we feel it is a

matter of necessity that we take what little

is offered rather than have nothing at all.

I would like also to address myself to

those municipalities that have been regional-
ized over the past few years, particularly
the area which I represent. As the members
are aware, the riding of Cambridge is a part
of the regional municipality of Waterloo. I

think they will find also that the people of

that area have been addressing themselves
to this government in terms of dissatisfaction

by means of the election process in the

province. It's rather ironic that the riding of

Cambridge, which prior to the 1975 election

was called Waterloo South, had had for 24

years, as a sitting member of the Legisla-

ture, a Conservative member—12 years by
Mr. Ray Myers, followed by 12 years of Mr.
Allan Reuter, the former Speaker of this

Legislatative Assembly.

Mr. Peterson: Decent chaps both of them.

Mr. Davidson: One should have thought
that with that kind of a record they should
have won the 1975 election. I can assure the
House that the reason they did not is

primarily because of regional government
and the additional costs that that form of

government brought to the taxpayers within
the municipalities. There are those who will

argue, I suspect, from other parts of the

region that the section that I represent prob-
ably extracts more in terms of dollars from
the region than any other municipality. Be
that as it may, our municipality and our
section of that region, like all others, have
found the increased taxes to the residents
of that area are such that some people are

even now finding it necessary to sell their

homes. They can no longer maintain their

homes because of the amounts of taxes that

they are paying.
Like my colleague from Hamilton Centre,

I would urge the Treasurer to give this

matter serious consideration. We are hav-

ing a review in Waterloo at this time. It's

an inbred review, if you care to call it that.

It was, I guess, initiated by the council from
the city in which I live, the city of Cam-
bridge. The other members of the region
saw fit to support that move, and there is a

form of review taking place. I'm not at all

sure it's going to be the in-depth kind of

review that is going to be required to find

out all of the ills of regional government in

the province, and I would ask the Treasurer
to give serious consideration to an in-depth
study of regional government, not in only
the Waterloo region but throughout the en-
tire province. I think in doing so he may
very well find some of the problems that

are being brought about to the taxpayers,
and perhaps with that kind of a review
and in-depth study some of those imbalances

may be ironed out.

Mr. Laughren: I have some interest in

this particular bill because of the problems
being faced by the regional municipality of

Sudbury and, like other members of the

Legislature, there are parts to bills such as

this that as a layman I have difficulty sort-

ing out. My understanding of this bill—

and I hope that the Speaker will bear with
me if I explain what I see as being the

principle of this bill and make some sug-
gestions. I understand it increases the per
capita grants to the regions from $9 to $10
based on the population of the area munic-

ipalities within a region; that it moves from
$12 to $15 the per capita grant where the

regional municipality is deemed a city under
The Police Act; and raises it to $10 per
capita for the area municipalities which
provide their own police protection and
then the region credits the area municipality

accordingly; and also, that the resource

equalization grant moves from $10,400 to

$10,650 and if the equalized assessment is

above $10,650 there's no resource equaliza-
tion grant. That's how I understand it, and
as well, for the northern Ontario communi-
ties such as the regional municipality of

Sudbury, the special support grant moves
from 15 to 18 per cent, and that there's a

new schedule, called Schedule 2 under the

Act, which increases by $1 per capita the

grants paid by the province to the munici-

palities. I've reviewed that because I wanted
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to make sure that I understood clearly the

provisions of the Act.

When regional government was intro-

duced in Sudbury and we were talking about

grants, we said in this chamber that if we
were going to introduce as a Legislature a

new form of government to the province of

Ontario and to the various regions, there

needed to be new sources of funding in each

of the regions. That has not happened.
While we in this party have supported
regional government, indeed, I might say,

Mr. Speaker—and I'm sure you'd under-

stand this, being a politician yourself—that

there have often been times when it would
have been politically opportunistic to casti-

gate the whole concept of regional govern-
ment and indeed to attempt to pull it apart
and to balkanize the various regions. We
have not done that, because I certainly be-

lieve that the whole concept of regional

government is something that must be made
to work. We really must try to make it

work, and that to assume that we can dis-

mantle what's out there now and go back
to the old system, I think plainly is just

simply not realistic. I think I could use

stronger words than that when I think of

the way the Liberal Party has played with
this issue of regional government.
The provincial government, however, has,

I think, showed a lack of leadership and a

lack of commitment to the whole principle
of regional government as well, in that it

has failed, at least for my benefit they've

certainly failed, to document the advantages
of regional government, the kind of financ-

ing that has been made available to the
various regions by the provincial government
through TEIGA, and have failed to provide
new sources of funding for the various

regions in the province. All those things
would help to make it work.

I remember at the beginning there were
funds made available to the regions—if I

recall I think they called it public relations

money—to help thepi sell the concept in the

various regions that regional government was
necessary and, indeed, would work and that

there would be advantages. My own view
has been that the costs of regional govern-
ment are very short term and the benefits
are long term. It is very difficult to sell

to people in a region the idea that this is a

good thing when most of the benefits are

long term and the costs are short term.
That's a very difficult thing to do, to con-

vince people to bear with us; that we want
to make this work and that, in the end,
better planning will come about because of

regionalization and will in the long run,

save us all money and we'll have a better

community in which to live.

The province bailed out of continuing sup-

port to the regions to help them sell that,

not in a huckster kind of way or Madison
Avenue kind of way, but to make sure that

the documentation was there for the regions,

for the area municipalities, for the media
in the various regions, that there were ad-

vantages to regional government. Sure there

were additional costs and sure there were

things happening in the various regions
which people, and I agree with them, saw as

being a duplication of services. This was true

particularly in the public works area where

you had the region taking over some of the

responsibility of the area municipalities and
then the area municipalities using up the

money in the fields over which they had

jurisdiction, such as parks and recreation

and area roads. I think the province has to

assume some responsibility for not doing a

good enough job and if they're in hot water

on the whole concept of regional government
they must bear some of the responsibility,

because they have not carried through a

commitment to make it work and to help
the regions to make it work and to sell the

idea to the people in the various regions.

These amendments are a help. Certainly,
the regional municipality of Sudbury was

quite pleased with the increase of the per
capita grants but there is a particular case

to be made for the regional municipality of

Sudbury. I suppose that virtually every re-

gion will say there's a case to be made for

their region, but I doubt if any other regional

municipality in Ontario has the case to be
made for backlog services as does the re-

gional municipality of Sudbury.
There is a substantial and a serious back-

log of services in built-up, established com-
munities in the region. I don't believe that

that exists in any other regional municipality
in the province. The latest figures that we
have from the region is that backlog con-

sists of approximately $60 million. In other

words, there is a backlog of $60 million of

services—sewers, water and roads—that need

to be done now, not for the development of

new subdivisions or new communities, but

merely to provide services for existing com-
munities.

A couple of years ago, in May, 1975, the

regional municipality of Sudbury presented
a brief to the Premier. In that brief, they

pointed out:,

"Structural characteristics and imbalances

neutralize the intent and benefit for Sudbury
of the provincial government policies toward

municipal governments that work effectively
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elsewhere in the province. In spite of high
taxes, citizens in the region are precluded
from enjoying municipal services to the level

enjoyed in the majority of other comparable
municipalities in Ontario."

Further, from the same brief they say:

"Everyone recognizes that the regional

municipality of Sudbury has a backlog of

essential capital projects required to service

the existing population. This has been caused
because industrial assessment from the min-

ing industry was largely exempt and, there-

fore, unavailable to predecessor municipali-
ties. Not only is there a backlog at this time,
but the financial position of the region with

respect to both current and capital expendi-
tures is sufficiently restrictive that if the tax

base is not broadened the community will

continue to fall further behind! the rest of

Ontario."

[4:30]

That was in a brief to the Premier in

1975, and I really wonder if the Treasurer's

people have ever really understood this.

Certainly they haven't done anything about
it. In a place like Sudbury there is a perverse

relationship between the investment and the
assessment that's available to the community,
and I will be specific. Between 1968 and
1973 there was $1.4 billion invested in the

Sudbury region, and that figure alone ex-

ceeded the total equalized assessment in the

region in 1975; $1.4 billion invested in the

region primarily by the mining companies.
That figure that was invested, exceeded the
total equalized assessment in the region in

1975.

In that period of 1968 to 1973 Inco alone

invested almost $1 billion and at the same
time the tax payments that Inco made in the

form of 'assessment to the regional munici-

pality of Sudbury was less than one half of
one per cent of the Sudbury area assets.

So the point that needs to be made is that

the assessment dollars are not available to

the regional municipality despite the enor-
mous investment of capital made by the

mining industry. There's something wrong
when you have major capital investment in

the community and it's not reflected in in-

creased assessed values to that regional mu-
nicipality—and the same applies whether it's

a regional municipality or not.

It needs to be pointed out that, particu-
larly when you have got a backlog of serv-

ices, that that kind of investment stimulates

people to come to the community, to live

and work in the community. No one knows
better than the Treasurer that that in turn

requires expenditures on municipal services;
so you have the worst of both worlds in a

sense. You have all this increased capital in-

vestment; yet you don't have the increased
assessment that goes along with it because
of the nature of assessing the mining instal-

lations, and you have the demand on the

municipal services created by the people
who move into the community and work in

those installations. This puts a tremendous
drain on the financial resources of the com-
munity, with no new significant municipal
revenue. That's wrong in a community like

Sudbury. It's particularly bad when you
have a backlog of services, 'and there is no

question that that exists.

Th? businesses in a community like the

regional municipality of Sudbury pay an

average of 2.2 per cent of their market value

assets in property tax. If you have businesses

in a community such as Sudbury, the av-

erage taxes they pay are 2.2 per cent of their

market value assets. If Inco and Falconbridge
had paid that 2.2 per cent instead of one
half of one per cent of their assets in prop-

erty assessment, the revenue to the region
would have been $34 million, not the

amount that they actually paid, which was
about $8.5 million in 1975.

If those assets in the Sudbury basin were
not mining installation assets but were bus-

iness assets, then the revenue to the region
would have been $25.5 million more. That's

for one year. You wonder why the regional

municipality of Sudbury and those of us who
represent the Sudbury region are saying to

you, continually, that something has got to

bo done about the assessment of the mining
installations in the Sudbury region.

Mr. Peterson: What do you recommend

specifically?

Mr. Laughren: Well you just stay right

there, Mr. Peterson, and I shall tell you. I

am glad you asked as a matter of fact.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. We
don't refer to another hon. member by his

name.

Mr. Laughren: Well, I shall attempt-

Mr. Peterson: Just my title; use my title.

Mr. Cassidy: You are testy, you know.

Mr. Laughren: I thought it was preferable
to my first inclination.

Mr. Speaker, there are examples of how
it can be done. We could look at British

Columbia, we could look to Saskatchewan
and we could look at Alberta for examples
of alternate ways of assessing. I am not

suggesting that any one of them has all the

answers. Perhaps there is a combination of

the ways they do it, but something simply
has to be done.
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When the Blair commission was in Sud-

bury, I appeared before it on behalf of my
colleagues in the Sudbury area. International

Nickel appeared before the Blair commission
and the regional municipality appeared be-

fore the Blair commission. We were all say-

ing basically the same thing; including, be-

lieve it or not, Inco. Inco was saying what
we were saying; let us pay more to the com-

munity from which we derive our wealth

and less to Ottawa and less to Toronto. We
supported that all the way down the line.

For example, in assessing machinery and

equipment, Alberta uses a particular figure.

I am not enough of a tax expert to know
whether this would apply here, but they use

a figure of 22.5 per cent of 1963 replacement
costs as the basis on which they assess for

tax purposes the machinery and equipment.
In Saskatchewan, they tax machinery and

equipment in mines and in oil refineries;

but no, not in Ontario. We still go through
the process, which this bill also does, of

providing per capita grants from the prov-

ince. This makes the municipalities more de-

pendent upon the province and provides
them with less local autonomy, less control

and less ability to plan for the future, be-

cause they don't know from one day to the

next what the grants are going to be from

Queen's Park.

But it's very difficult for a region to say,
v/hen the grants are increased such as this bill

provides, "No, we don't think that is the right

thing to do." Of course they need that money;
they are only saying there really is a better

way, so that they have more control over their

own financial planning.
We know that what the local industry

doesn't pay the local taxpayers do have to

pay. So it is not as though the province al-

ways picks up what is lacking. That's why we
have a backlog of $60 million worth of ser-

vices for existing communities. I cannot stress

enough to you, Mr. Speaker, that it is the

existing communities that are doing without
the services.

To this day in the Sudbury region we have
communities with no water; where in the

wintertime people melt snow and in the

summertime haul water in pickup trucks with
a tank at the back of the truck. Those are

established communities that have been there

for many years. Because the region cannot

provide the funding to put in sewers and
water, to this day they rely on these per
capita grants which the Treasurer is bringing
before us today. That's how they get their

funding, not through a more sensible assess-

ment of local industry so that they can do the

planning themselves and not rely on handouts
from Queen's Park.

We know that it is possible to assess under-

ground machinery; we know that it is possible
to assess what they call foundation, using the

foundation concept as assessment. As a matter
of fact, the former Minister of Revenue, Mr.

Meen, suggested at one time that he was
giving serious consideration to that kind of

assessment for mining installations.

Now one of the arguments that is some-
times made is that not only could you have
these per capita grants, as outlined in this

bill, but you could tax the mining installa-

tions as a business realty.

That makes me very nervous, because as I

understand the legislation, when a business

tax is imposed the business assessment revenue

goes 40 per cent to the school boards, 30 per
cent to the area municipalities and 30 per
cent to the region. That's not the kind of

revenue that the region needs, considering

they are responsible from some of the roadis,

for all the water and sewer projects and other

responsibilities of the region, so the idea of

taxing the installation with a business tax I

don't think is the answer.

Strangely enough, as I mentioned, Inter-

national Nickel agreed with our position, and
I want to tell you that when I have the oppor-
tunity to put something on the record in

which Inco agrees with what the local New
Democrats say I think it's only proper that I

do so. I quote: "Inco submits that an en-
hancement of the business assessment of

mining properties to compensate mining com-
munities for mining activities within their

boundaries, plus the downward revision of

the rate structures under The Mining Tax
Act, is the most practical way to facilitate

the additional compensation to mining com-
munities. Anomaly should be reduced in the

mining-tax system. The result would be to

permit more of Inco's dollars to be paid
directly to the communities in which we
operate,"

As I said earlier, I don't agree with the

business tax concept as opposed to taxing in

a proper assessment land of way, but the

idea that more taxes be paid to the local area

<~vr region rather than to Ottawa or Queen's
Park is something with which I can agree.
And of course Inco isn't going to ask that

they pay more taxes over all. They're saying
that the increased taxes locally be compen-
sated for by a downward portion that they
take in Ottawa and in Toronto.

International Nickel agreed that more taxes

be paid locally. The region agrees, the area

municipality agrees, the local provincial mem-
bers agree; and only this government dis-
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agrees. Only this government insists on pro-

viding, as always—as this bill does—the per

capita grants as the answer to revenues for

the regional municipality of Sudbury.
I want to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that while

these grants, these increases as contained in

this bill, will ease the problem, they won't

solve it. The region has financial problems,

primarily with capital projects—sewer, water

and roads—and with that $60 million back-

log, plus a debt for the region of $131 million

approximately, there is not very much hap-

pening, not enough happening in the Sudbury
region for new projects; and it won't happen
until we get some relief at the local level.

There have been figures thrown around
that if International Nickel would pay an

extra $6 million a year at the local level it

would ease a lot of the burden, and in 10

years that $60 million, that $61 million back-

log, could be solved. Certainly there'd be no

disagreement from the region, there'd be no

disagreement from the local industry and
there'd be no disagreement from the local

provincial members. It's beyond me why the

provincial Treasurer continues to refuse to

change the assessment in collaboration with

his Minister of Revenue (Mrs. Scrivener), re-

fuses to change the way in which the local

industry is assessed.

It can be done. There are comparable juris-
dictions where it is done, I've given examples
of that. I firmly believe that the benefits for
local autonomy and the ability of the local

region, the regional municipalities, to plan in

the long-term, that they have more control
over their own destiny and are not so com-
pletely dependent on the provincial govern-
ment, I think these things would be major
assets.

One of the purposes of regional govern-
ment was that they would be able to control
their own destiny more, that more decisions
could be made at the regional level and less

here in Queen's Park. The answer, certainly
at least in my view, is not to give the region
a share of resource taxation. I think resource
taxation is already divided up in a strange
enough kind of way and to bring the munic-
ipalities, the regional level, into resource tax-

ation simply does not make sense. It has to

be done through assessment, for the reasons
I've oudined.

Putting it under business taxation doesn't
make sense, resource taxation does not make
sense; that leaves assessment. I fail to believe,
I cannot believe, that it cannot be resolved
if the Treasurer and his people would put
their minds to it. I'm firmly convinced it needs
to be done and I don't think it matters
whether it's through some kind of foundation

assessment or whether it's through a taxation

of machinery and equipment. I would urge
the Treasurer to consult with his colleague,
the Minister of Revenue, and let's get on with

providing the regional municipality with the

kind of revenues it deserves considering the

kind of wealth that has come out of the

Sudbury region over the years.

[4:45]

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I'm glad to see

that the Treasurer is in here, because the

budget debate in April and the brief debate
we've had this week have not given the

opportunity to talk about municipal finance

issues to any great extent. I think it's appro-
priate to say one or two words about those

particular issues. The Treasurer will be re-

lieved to know that I'm sending away the

additional material I planned to use.

Mr. Laughren: There was quite a pile of it.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, there is quite a pile of it.

I haven't had a chance to look at it.

I wanted to say, Mr. Speaker, that this bill

is like the tip of the iceberg, if you will. It

provides an opportunity to debate questions
of municipal finance, but as a contribution

to municipal finance on its own it is almost

irrelevant to the overall picture. A dollar or

so on the general support grant, a couple of

dollars on the policing grant, a modest
amount of improvement in the special grants
to northern Ontario municipalities, which I

may say is the only part of the bill I find

anything exciting in.

The bill as a whole is a dud. The approach
taken by the Treasurer is a dud. It simply

repeats what this government has done in the

field of municipal finance over the last few

years. Beneath the surface of the surrounding
water one finds that the government is slowly

eroding the structure of support for munic-

ipalities, which was put into place over the

period of the early 1970s. This is a re-

grettable kind of trend which is certainly at

work here with the present Treasurer. He
has been busily undoing all of the progressive
or semi-progressive things which were

attempted by his predecessor, the Hon. John
White. One has to assume, one has to hope,
that if there is ever again a Conservative

Treasurer in this province after the member
for Chatham-Kent, that he in turn will try

and undo some of the damage which is being
wreaked by the present Treasurer during his

present term of office.

I looked at what happened two years ago
when this bill was last before the House and

my impression really is that nothing has

changed. In fact, I seriously considered read-

ing into the record a number of the com-
ments Which I made to the House at that
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time because it seems to me that they are

just as germane and relevant today as they
were at that time. Since the member for

London Centre wasn't here at that time I

thought he might be interested in hearing-

Mr. Peterson: You are prophetic, though.
I read the stuff back then.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. Anyway, it is down
for posterity.
The point is this, Mr. Speaker—and I'm

going to back this up with material which
has been prepared by the Canadian Federa-
tion of Mayors and Municipalities, because

they are extraordinarily concerned and we've
been concerned for a long time—the trend is

still continuing that the responsibility of

providing government services percolates
down to the local level, the level of govern-
ment which is closest to the citizens and to

the population; but it is precisely that level

of government which continues to be the

area of government with the least access to

the necessary resources in order to carry out

its task. Instead of resources, they get pious
words from the Treasurer about die need
for them to exercise restraint.

The fact is that whether you are talking
about recreation or culture, whether you are

talking about adult education, whether you
are talking about social services, day care or

public transit, all of these are areas where
the buck stops at local governments. They
are the ones who increasingly have to carry
the burden, and increasingly have to carry it

alone.

The second trend that is occurring is that

the change in fiscal gears which this Treas-

urer has implemented for Ontario is being
carried out at the expense of local govern-
ment. I would say to the Treasurer that On-
tario is not only a villain, it is also a victim

in this particular pattern. As he pointed out

in the debate yesterday, when the federal

government adjusted its payments and tax

sharing with the provinces, it managed to

transfer certain responsibilities to the prov-
inces without giving up all the appropriate
tax room or tax grants. The feds have been

doing this to Ontario, but Ontario has been

doing it—and in spades—to local government.
The Treasurer here says: "We're going to

keep our spending down to a certain limit."

But part of the way he has been doing that

has been to cut back on the growth in grants
to local governments. As an inevitable conse-

quence, this forces very substantial increases

in property tax rates, because that is the only
meaningful source of alternative revenue
for the local level of government. Local

property tax rises, people go in outrage to

their city hall and kick out the bums they

think are responsible for it and bring in a

new set of politicians to the local level. The
fact is that the real villains are sitting on
that side of the House and the chief among
them is the Treasurer.

I find as well, and it is typical I suppose,
that the minions who work for the Treasurer,

during as well as between elections, in be-

tween the time they spend in trying to cost

NDP programs, have come up with yet
another misleading kind of statistic which

helps to insulate or isolate the Treasurer and
his party from what is happening out there

in the real world as far as property taxes

are concerned.

I want to cite to you a table which is on

page 12 of the budget. The Treasurer says
that the accompanying table shows that prop-
erty taxpayers are still relatively better off

than in 1970 or 1972, but that important
ground was lost during 1976 when the aver-

age property tax rose to 2.5 per cent of house-

hold income. And the latter was due, he

says, exclusively to the increase tin education

taxes. Now for 1976 the Treasurer's figures
estimate that the average property tax in

Ontario, average residential property tax per
household in 1976, was $499 or $500. If that

was 2.5 per cent of average household in-

come, then that means they are taking an

average household income of $20,000 against
which to compare. Now we all know the

story about the statistician who drowned in

a pond whose average depth was 12 inches.

It seems to me that the situation we have

depicted here is either misleading or wrong
or both, and certainly it is designed to mis-

lead.

In Ottawa, where I live, the people
I represent are paying an average property
tax far greater than $499 per year. In fact,

property tax increases in the current year
for many of them amount to around $100;
and that compares with the Treasurer's table

which says that the average property tax

increase between 1970 and 1976 is all of

$130 per household. I don't know where
these figures came from; maybe they came
from Manitoba or Saskatchewan or some
other well-governed province like that, but
I cannot see how they come from the prov-
ince of Ontario, and in particular from our

urban municipalities.

I found, as I went my rounds in the

election campaign this time, that the day
of the $1,000 property tax is here. And
$1,000, $1,100, $1,200 property tax on a

typical bungalow is not just what applies
to the better areas of Rockcliffe or Alta

Vista, the better end of Chatham, or the
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better end of cities like Toronto. It's apply-

ing all over.

People in ordinary circumstances are

paying taxes of $1,000 to $1,200 or $1,400,
or more. Today I happened to run into a

fellow I would have thought was well fixed

to look after himself, a real estate agent, and
he told me that he "lucked" into a house,
or got into a house, where the taxes were
about $1,200 and he thought he could
afford that particular sum three years ago.
The taxes on that residence have now risen

to the level of $2,000 or more. This particu-
lar individual, who should in no way be con-

cerning himself with the impact of taxation
in the province of Ontario is finding himself

considering whether or not to even maintain
himself in that house.

I don't know where the Treasurer got
these figures. I think he must have dreamed
them up, like he dreams up the other figures
he puts forward when he tries to contend that

things are not as they actually are out there.

The problem is this: If you go down a

typical residential street in my riding you
find any number of people in different types,
sorts and conditions. An average is just that,
it's an average of everybody and it cer-

tainly does not take into account the dif-

ferent circumstances of typical homeowners.
On one street in my riding I can have in

one house a young couple, both of them
working, with $10,000 saved-because they
are assiduous savers-to put down on a
house. It costs them $500 a month and the
taxes cost them an extra $100; but they both
have a good income and they can afford it.

They can also afford to take trips to Greece
and other luxuries which are not available
to most of the population. Their family in-
come may be $25,000 or $35,000 and the
property tax burden is not really anything
substantial for them to worry about. They
make their contributions to the income tax,
and that's as it should be.

Next door to them a couple about five or
six years older were in similar kinds of
circumstances five years ago, but today
they have heavy mortgage payments to pay,
they have two young children to support,
and they have a joint income of $17,000 or
$18,000 because of the fact that the wife
has stopped working in order to maintain
the children. They are finding things are
very, very difficult, and when they find they
have to pay an extra $10, $12 or $15 a
month in property taxes, that is the end of
the line, that's the straw that breaks the
camel's back.

Next door to them are an older couple
who never had the advantages of high in-

comes which are available to people today,
with only one income because it was not
the tradition in those days for both spouses
to work, an income of only $13,000 or

$14,000 a year. They are finding it very
difficult because their taxes are going up at

precisely the same amounts as the young,
affluent couple down the line.

Next to them are a couple who are

retired, whose income has now dropped to

maybe $6,000 or $7,000 a year and who are

having to face property taxes at $1,000 or

$1,200 a year. Against that, the property tax

credits which have not been changed in

three years and which come from the prov-
ince are inadequate to provide any real level

of protection. They are paying as much as

20 per cent of their total gross income in

property taxes; and that, I suggest Mr.

Speaker, is deplorable.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Gross.

Mr. Cassidy: Gross; that's right, sure.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not net.

Mr. Cassidy: But when the $100 increase

comes in they have to pay it. They're not in

the position, this hypothetical couple, of hav-

ing a $20,000 income and only $500 in tax

to pay, because that situation is, quite simply,
not real for most homeowners across the

province.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If the taxes were
$1,000 with that income they would have

barely 12 per cent-

Mr. Cassidy: It doesn't matter. They still

have $500, or 12 per cent, of their total in-

come to pay.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's right, not 20

per cent.

Mr. Cassidy: Twelve per cent, Mr. Speak-
er, of an income like that, of a poverty-level

income, to pay more in property tax than

they have to pay in any other tax in the

province, it seems to me Mr. Speaker, is an

unacceptable position to be in.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It's not 20 per cent.

Mr. Cassidy: I think that a Treasurer who
says that people like that should be forced

out of their homes, should be forced into

senior citizen housing, should be forced to

start depending on the public £or annual

subsidies on their rents of $1,200, $1,500 or

$1,800 a year rather than being self sufficient;

I think a Treasurer who says that has an

unacceptable kind of point of view. They
find it unacceptable and I find it unaccept-

able, both in social terms and also as a tax-
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payer who makes some contribution to pro-

vincial taxation here in this province.
We have a situation, and it's deplorable,

where whatever legal devices are available

are being used by older people who are

driven to the wall by property taxes in order

to get rid of their houses. They transfer them
to the next generation, they give them to

their kids, they sell them and give the pro-

ceeds to their kids, they do whatever it is

possible that is legal; and then they apply
for senior citizen housing. Because the On-

tario government is not prepared to carry

out any kind of a commitment such as a

charter, whatever that means, in order to

protect our older citizens who have homes
of their own, we are finding that people
are instead, willy-nilly becoming charges on
the public because we subsidize them in

senior citizen housing put up by OHC.
The senior citizen housing is a good pro-

gram, but we're putting up too much of it,

however, in relation to family housing, which
is also desperately needed. One of the reasons

we are doing it is that people are forced

out of their homes to go into senior citizen

housing.
Is the Treasurer aware of the subsidies that

are being paid there? I don't care whether

it comes out of federal pocket, provincial

pockets or municipal pockets, it's still tax-

pavers who have to pay. It seems to me
ludicrous that for not being able to afford

$500, $700 or $1,000 in property tax people
are drawing on the public Treasury in hous-

ing subsidies to the tune of $1,200 or $1,500
a year. It's an unacceptable kind of situation.

Mr. Speaker, the Federation of Canadian

Municipalities pressed very strongly—I was
at the conference about three years ago, the

tri-level conference that was held at Trent

University, where there was a very strong
effort made in order to have a review of

municipal financing in the total government
spending picture and not just of federal and

provincial financing. A tri-level task force on

public finances was set up under the late

John Deutsch to look at their particular

situation, and at the situation in the munic-

ipalities; and what they came back with was,
to put it mildly, not encouraging. Certainly
it is not any more encouraging in view of

what the Treasurer appears willing to do in

this particular bill.

[5:001

The federation's review indicates the fol-

lowing, and I quote: "These trends suggest
that autonomous municipal government will

not survive without either huge increases in

property taxes or unacceptable cutbacks in

services that city residents now demand, or

both." Demand? I raise my eyebrows a bit

at the use of that word. But it seems to me
that we've now got to the point, if there

was any fat at the municipal level, where
it's not a matter of excessive demands being
put at the municipal level of government, it

is a matter of municipalities being required
to implement programmes at the behest of

the provincial level of government, and not

having the resources to do it. These are

essential services as well.

A good example is day care. Without ade-

quate day care, Mr. Speaker, we have people
who remain on the welfare rolls and who will

be on the welfare rolls from now to kingdom
come. Each welfare recipient brings an an-

nual cost of $5,000 a year to taxpayers at

all three levels, perhaps a lifetime cost of

$30,000, $40,000 or $50,000. Or, perhaps
even a continuing cost because of the cycle

of poverty caused as certain youngsters come
on to the welfare rolls because that's the way
they learned to live from their parents. Cut-

backs in day care are induced by the pres-

sure which the Treasurer puts on municipali-
ties because of inadequate arrangements that

are made with the municipal governments.
This leads to inadequate social services, in-

adequate municipal services, and piles up
difficulties which we will all be responsible
for in the future. The federation states: 'It

is academic whether the trends develop into

such a nightmare that they suggest for 1981.

There is no need to go beyond present docu-

mented facts. They clearly show that munic-

ipal government is in crisis right now. The
outward signs are the steady loss of munic-

ipal power and increasing financial con-

straints. Grants from provincial and federal

governments come with so many strings at-

tached and represent such a large part of

municipal budgets, that municipalities are

becoming puppets in a show run mainly by

provincial governments."

Well, you only have to think about what's

happening in the field of education, which

is a major area of provincial grants to the

municipal level, to realize that is precisely

the case. Curriculum, the number of school-

books, the size of desks, the amount of capi-

tal spending, every single element in the

education system is constrained to the ex-

treme by direction here from Queen's Park.

My school principal told me today, when I

called him this morning, that he had to go

very quickly because the province was com-

ing down with new curricula requirements
for grades seven and eight, they were going
to leave a lot less flexibility to the teachers
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in English and arithmetic than had existed1

in the past.

The whole question of municipal autono-

my increasingly becomes nothing but a myth.
The federation says, "The municipal govern-
ment need not be in a crisis, but is, and it's

getting worse." It says the situation is get-

ting worse because although the Canadian

public finance system works fairly well

when you bring all three levels together, it's

the feds and the provinces that are handling
it okay and it's the municipalities that are

always being treated in a totally inadequate
fashion. It says, "They don't meet their re-

sponsibilities, they keep running into a chain

of annual new debt, a spiral of dependence
and increasing hopelessness. Cynicism and

apathy arise in city councils and among
municipal voters."

Those are strong words to come from the

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. They
sense from their membership—and I know
that this would be echoed as well with the

Association of Municipalities of Ontario—
that desperate feeling of never being able to

get ahead on the treadmill. They feel con-

stantly compelled to go back to property tax-

payers whom they know can't afford that

kind of taxation because of the inadequate
deal for public finance which is being made
with the federal and provincial governments.
"The system," they say, "leads to more

and more financial reliance on daddy"—that's

Daddy McKeough over there—"and less and
less independent self-government."

Mr. Laughren: Daddy McKeough?
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The

hon. member will refer to members of the

Legislature in the proper terminology.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I believe I said

yesterday that I would resort occasionally to

more familiar, intimate and personal terms
with—

Mr. Acting Speaker: It's still out of order.

Will the hon. member comply with my
request?

Mr. Cassidy: I am speaking on the point
of order, Mr. Speaker, in order to try to
make some impact on him. I've been in this

House for five years and I've used the formal
form of address consistently through that

period, Mr. Speaker, but it's had no impact.
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I

don't consider that a point of order. I would
again request the hon. member to comply
with my decision. What has happened in the

past does not concern me at the present time.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I have to con-
sider the options. It's either intimate terms of

nomenclature, or abuse, or both.

Mr. McClellan: Resort to abuse.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member
will continue in proper parliamentary lan-

guage.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. With reference to his

excellency, "daddy," the hon. Treasurer of

Ontario-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will kindly refrain from inti-

mate references to any other hon. member
and will use proper parliamentary respect in

this chamber while I'm in the chair.

Mr. Cassidy: I didn't know "daddy" was
a term of abuse. I withdraw the term, Mr.

Speaker.
The federation says: "This obvious demo-

cratic accountability at the local level is

being eroded by a more sinister accounta-

bility to bureaucrats, mainly in provincial

capitals."

I have to say, as an elected member, I'm

very conscious of that and very unhappy
about the fact that in many, many programs
which are ostensibly municipal, the only real

avenue for democratic accountability is

through me and the other five elected pro-
vincial members at Queen's Park and through
the government.

"This relationship," says the federation, "fa

forced by the municipalities' dependence on
the system's conditional grants."
The federation wants, and we want as

well, municipal government that's much more
free of conditional provincial grants and that

has direct access to a wider range of tax

revenues.

Mr. Speaker, if you look at the figures that

are given in the Treasurer's budget, he esti-

mates that $3.4 billion will be provided to

municipalities in total financial assistance this

year. The amount of money which we are

dealing with in this particular bill is, at best,

about $30 million to $35 million, or about
one per cent of the overall assistance. And
no* all of that one per cent is unconditional

because the police grants are clearly tied to

spending on police—spending on police, I

might add, is usually carried out very much
at the direction of the Solicitor General and
of the provincial authorities, because there's

so little municipal control over the police
forces.

The trends which the federation sees at

the national level are certainly true at the

provincial level as well.

I wish there was some way that I could

put the tables that I'm going to read from on
the record, Mr. Speaker, because the red ink

which relates to the municipal level of gov-
ernment so graphically illustrates the kind of
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financial crisis which they're in right now and
which the Treasurer is so unwilling to rescue

them from.

The federation says, as I've already men-
tioned, that the Canadian public finance sys-
tem in the global sense is well balanced and

effective, but there's an imbalance of local

government finances which is a constant and

increasingly striking feature of the system.
Their graph shows, in red and in black, that

the feds go from deficit into surplus more or

less on an even basis, although, in the last

couple of years they've lurched into same sub-

stantial deficits.

"Provincial revenues, provincial budgets in

general, also cluster around the balance"—

they're red half the time and they're in the

black half the time—"but local government is

consistently in the red and the situation has

gotten much worse in the years from 1971 to

the present."

Next, they point out and they say: "The
constant imbalance and deficits of local gov-
ernment are not due to careless spending or

]ack of control by local administration."

They point out, for example, that in one
area where any government has got about
the greatest control over its spending, which
is the general administrative category, that

4,000 municipalities spend an average of $23
per capita on general government, the 10

provinces were spending an average of $69
oei capita on general government, and the

feds were spending an average of $77 per

capita on the function of general government.
In other words, Mr. Speaker, the munic-

ipalities continue to demonstrate an ability to

be careful in their use of the taxpayer's dollar.

One of the reasons for that is, very simply,
that they are close to the electorate and not

•s removed as this government or as the

federal government is.

"The Canadian public finance system, how-
ever"—as the federation points out—"has pro-
vided the federal and provincial governments
access to a variety of revenues which respond
to the economy, while local government has
to rely mostly on the traditional one-tax

source, the property tax." In Ontario, that is

exacerbated by the fact that instead of having
a tax base which expanded with property
values, as would have happened if we hadn't
had the freeze on assessments in Ontario be-

ginning in 1971, we have had a frozen tax

base at the municipal level for the past six

or seven years, and the evidence is that it is

going to continue for another two, three or

fcur years. God knows how long it is going to

be
5

I suspect this government won't be in

power when we get property tax reform in

the province.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, I don't know. I just

have to say, though, that that means that the

only increase in the local base of taxation for

municipalities is because of new construction

and because of a minor amount of reassess-

ment resulting from improvements to com-
mercial property and the occasional improve-
ments to local property. Local governments
hive no access to growth taxes, and the

^evenue from property taxes has been among
the least rapidly growing kind of tax. If the

income tax were a municipal tax, there would
hive been an automatic increase in revenues

Tf 12, 13 or 14 per cent every year over the

nast 10 years but the property tax, with no

change in tax rates, provides virtually no in-

crease in tax revenues.

The tables here—perhaps the Treasurer

can even see the way that the red lines are

increasing—show the degree to which local

government net borrowing has been increas-

ing year after year over the past two and a

half decades. The red also indicates how,
across the country as in Ontario, transfers

to local government remain mainly con-

ditional rather than unconditional. Even here

in Ontario, for example, the Treasurer's own
figures show that between 1970 and 1977
unconditional grants in Ontario have risen

by about $400 million but conditional grants
have risen by four times that amount, or

$1.7 billion. So much for the commitment to

try to put the municipalities on to a better

basis with unconditional grants.

The federation points out as well that local

government is the only level of government
that suffers chronic deficits. The other two
levels of government basically are able to

balance the situation and are not in a situa-

tion of running into chronic debts. That

may be a bit different for Ontario; I have
to say, though, because I will be saying it

on the next bill, there is a lot of evidence

that the whole deficit situation of the prov-
ince has been overplayed by the Treasurer

just as his quest for a balanced budget is a

phoney and misleading kind of an exercise.

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities
concludes that it doesn't find a villain. This

is not a deliberate plot to short-change local

government. It's simply that the provincial
and federal levels of government, their

bureaucracies acting in their own self-inter-

ests, have left the needs of local government
behind. The government, responsible to the

Legislature here in Ontario, has failed to off-

set those particular tendencies and, therefore,

local government has continuously been

short-changed.
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"Their being short-changed," says the

federation, "is the result of the total inade-

quacies of the system of public finance that

has built up in the post-war period and is

the result of a failure to recognize the

fundamental role of local government and
the magnitude of its task."

As several of our speakers have said, we
are going to support this bill. It is better

to have a tenth of a loaf than nothing at all

and we want to be able to say to the

municipalities, "Look, whatever was there,

we allowed you to get." Nevertheless, I want
to put on the record this feeling we have
that the fundamental fiscal reforms for

municipal government that could have been
embarked upon—in fact, they were being
launched by the former Treasurer, John
White—are being rendered nugatory, to use

a word from the member for Lakeshore (Mr.

Lawlor), by the actions of the present
Treasurer.

I want to bring in some material from the

Mayo commission report on the situation in

Ottawa-Carleton, which bears both on re-

gional government and on the whole financial

situation. I have to say, with my colleagues,
that I have a fairly substantial feeling that

we have been wasteful in regional govern-
ment in Ottawa-Carleton. There has been

unnecessary duplication. There have cer-

tainly been enormous problems in terms of

responsiveness on planning and other issues

and we have spent more that way than we
should or could have.

However, when you look at it in detail,

the situation, while serious, is clearly not

just the fault of feckless local politicians.
There is an enormous pressure of need and
of demand and from senior levels of govern-
ment which has contributed largely to the

situation in Ottawa-Carleton and which, I

would submit, has been the case in other

regional municipalities as well.

[5:15]

Between 1969 and 1975, federal spending
increased by 142 per cent. Provincial spend-
ing in Ontario increased by 143 per cent.

Spending in the regional municipality of

Ottawa-Carleton increased by 212 per cent.

In other words, it was going up half as

fast again as federal and provincial govern-
ment spending. That's pretty excessive. When
you look at the categories, you can see

some quite extraordinary increases in spend-
ing. General government spending in that

six-year period was up 160 per cent; en-

vironment up only 73 per cent and health

only 84 per cent—there was a fair amount
of control right there—social and family

services, 133 per cent; but planning and de-

velopment was up 4,271 per cent and

transportation, an increase from $6 million

to $37 million, an increase of 540 per cent.

Some of that transportation spending is

a result of transit subsidies, which we sup-

port. That's simply taking from private

pockets and putting into the public sector

certain expenses which are necessary, desir-

able and contribute to a better-balanced

transportation system in the municipality and
a better quality of life for people in the

region of Ottawa. We've got a good transit

system in Ottawa right now.

However, when you look at this in detail

and look at the increases, look at how many
result from pressure from the provincial level

of government. Social and family services are

mainly categorical. If somebody comes in and
is in need and walks into the office on Rich-

mond Road in Ottawa-Carleton and says, "I

need a handout, I need some welfare," the

municipality is obliged to give that person
and his dependants support, if they come
within certain criteria which have been laid

down by the provincial minister under regu-
lations coming out of this municipality.

New public health clinics: Public health

clinics and services are mainly instigated be-

cause of pressure from the provincial govern-
ment. If, in fact, you look at it, you realize

that public health is an area of great need
in the province right now because of the

over-emphasis on health services for people
who are sick and the need of preventive serv-

ices in order to keep people from getting sick

in the future. If we have good public health

services in Ottawa-Carleton, then we keep

people out of hospital, we keep them from

getting sick, we keep them from becoming a

charge on the public and we keep down the

cost of OHIP. Therefore Ontario saves while

the Ottawa-Carleton regional municipality

spends.

Sewage treatment plant: I was a member
of the regional council in Ottawa-Carleton

for a period of about two and a half years.

During that period we endorsed and author-

ized major sewage treatment works dedicated

to ensuring that there was full treatment,

both primary and secondary and a certain

amount of tertiary treatment, of all sewage
that was produced within the region. That

also was a result, not just of local demand,
but of provincial regulations which have

been very stiff. I think we all agree with that

kind of emphasis on environmental criteria

in urban development. We agree with that,

but look who is having to pay the shot. The

shot is coming at the local level through the

regional municipality which has got to pay
the piper for those particular services.
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Solid waste disposal, a new field, is also

coming as a result of provincial pressure.
The culture and recreation field, which I

mentioned before and which is growing very
fast, is a bit of something else. As we move
into a different kind of society it so happens
that the municipalities are the body with the

greatest stake in the culture and recreation

field, an area where there are enormous de-

mands for increases in services, not just for

our kids, but for adults. I have been reading
about what happens to people at the age of

40, having achieved that distinction myself.

They start to think that maybe there's some-

thing else to do besides indulging wholly in

work-related activity. They want to go and

play tennis. They want to sail. They want to

ride. They want to row. They want to do
other things like that. They want to paint.

They want to act. All of those things should
be encouraged and they are being encour-

aged at the local level of government. But

somebody's got to pay the cost of those

things in our post-industrial society, where
people who work hard and make a contribu-

tion are also entitled to expect that services

like that will be made available.

It seems to me as well we can't just say,
"Let them go and pay for it themselves."
There are many people who have worked
hard and made a contribution but are not in

a position to be able to afford it. We have
come to the point of view, which I think is

valid, that it isn't just school kids who should

get services regardless of whether or not they
can pay for them, but in fact adults should
have access to a certain basic level of cultural

and recreational services at the local level.

Those are a few facts and figures which
underlie the increase from $26 million in re-

gional municipality spending in Ottawa-
Carleton in 1969 to $82 million in 1975, and
a figure which I suspect is over the $100
million mark today.

I didn't mention day care. I didn't mention
some of the other social services. I didn't
mention new needs which are identified but
which will not be supported by the province
because the province is sufficiently remote
from local needs that it washes its hands of
those particular problems.
The problems continue to come back to

roost on the local level of government, and
they have to decide whether to do some-

thing about it, or whether to simply leave the
situation to fester and to come back in

spades at some point in the future. One of
these days we'll get around in this Legis-
lature to debating the new children's serv-

ices proposals which are coming from the
Minister of Community and Social Services

(Mr. Norton). He wants regional children's

services committees which will apparently

supersede the local Children's Aid Societies.

That's another new responsibility being load-

ed onto the local level of government.
I can't help feeling that the cutbacks in

Children's Aid support by the province two
and a half and two years ago have led

directly to the need for a much greater

program of children's services today, and
that once again it is the local level of gov-
ernment which is going to wind up carry-
ing the can for a provincial priority whicn,
while however desirable it may be, is another

example of the province calling the shot and

municipalities having to pay.
We've heard enough words from this

Treasurer and his predecessor resenting the

imposing of programs from Ottawa on the

provincial level of government. We've heard
that speech again and again from Ontario.

We've heard it just recently in response to

the Minister of Energy's proposals for a $350
federal grant provided that the provinces
comply with certain other conditions that the

feds want to impose on us.

But why is it that what's wrong for the

feds to do to Ontario is okay for Ontario to

do to the municipalities? Why is it that the

government feels that it can justify making
the municipalities do thongs, making them

pay for it, making them increase their taxes,

and then Darcy McKeough can go off to

conferences of municipal officials and say
"Look, the need for restraint has not ended.
You're still in a jam and you're going to stay
in a jam as long as I remain Treasurer and
much longer than that as well."

Mr. Speaker, I want to conclude by say-

ing-

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: The peanut gallery is along.
You know, the new member from—
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Would

the hon. member return to the principle of

the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: I'm sorry. There was an in-

tervention, Mr. Speaker, 'by the member
for Wilson Heights, and I must say-

Mr. Maeck: No there wasn't.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will return to the principle of

the biU.

Mr. Cassidy: I hope that the member for
Wilson Heights speaks on this bill, as a
matter of fact. He is probably more quali-
fied than any person who has come into the

Legislature in this election, the election of

1977, to talk about problems of municipal
finance.
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Mr. Laughren: We assume he is.

Mr. Cassidy: 1 have serious questions about

his political instincts. I have no question at

all about his administrative instincts, and I

think that he may-
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps

the hon. member will refrain from discussing
the personal merits of the hon. member for

Wilson Heights and return to the principle
of the bill.

Mr. Deans: Don't let them interrupt him.

He was doing well.

Mr. Rotenberg: He was doing fine by me,
thank you.

Mr. Cassidy: You know, I tried to heap
abuse on the Treasurer and you stopped me,
Mr. Speaker. I tried to heap praise on the

new member who hasn't even made his

maiden speech yet, and you stop me as well.

I feel that the constraints are—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Why don't you try

talking about the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: I have been talking about

the bill because $30 million is entailed in

the bill, and that is all the government is

giving in terms of new support money. It

recycles this bill every couple of years. It

can't think of anything better to do with

municipal financing than to come up with
this. Frankly, it is inadequate and is no

way to handle fundamental problems in the

area of municipal financing.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Will the hon. mem-
ber return to his debate on the principle
of the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: That was clearly the principle
of the bill.

Mr. Maeck: It was not.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to say that it was
back in 1965 that the member for York
South (Mr. MacDonald), advanced in this

House the proposal for a municipal founda-
tion plan. That was one of the most far-

sighted contributions to political debate in

the province that this Legislature has ever
had. It is a pity that that proposal has never
been adopted by the government as the basis

for municipal financial reform. The proposal
is a simple one. It would ensure that the

same mill rate would yield the same amount
of revenue per capita whether it was in

Kapuskasing, in Gogama, in Wentworth, in

Ottawa or in Toronto.

Mr. Maeck: The voters didn't like it.

Mr. Laughren: Oh, yes, they did.

Mr. Maeck: No, they didn't.

Mr. Deans: And Wentworth particularly
liked it.

Mr. Cassidy: The situation we have right
now is the following. If Toronto decides that

it is not happy with what is coming out of

the provincial government and wants to raise

taxes by a mill or two in order to carry out

certain of its own priorities, it can well afford

to do so because of the enormously lucrative

property tax base which it enjoys. That goes
for Metropolitan Toronto, and that goes for

Ottawa in a relative sense as well.

But the situation is not the same when you
get to the small municipalities of the province.

They may have to raise their taxes by three or

four or five mills in order to get the same
amount of revenue per capita that a one-mill

increase will raise in Toronto or in Ottawa.

The consequences of further widening of

the disparities between the rich, well-endowed

municipalities on the one hand, and the

poorer, oudying municipalities, on the other:

We are beginning to hear more and more,
and I think it is valid—we have said it many
times—about the need to decentralize eco-

nomic activity in this province and about the

need to stop the outflow of population from

our small towns and municipalities. We think

that is very important. We have talked about

it in the context of provincial planning. It is

important to talk about it in the context of

municipal fiscal situations as well.

If Smiths Falls or Capreol or Kenora or

Chesley cannot afford a level of municipal
services comparable to the services which are

provided in the big municipalities like To-

ronto and Hamilton and Oshawa, then they
are simply going to fall further behind. They
-vill lose the capacity to attract industry.

They will lose the infrastructure which makes
them pleasant places to be and they will in-

creasingly lose their young people.

Mr. Maeck: Maybe they don't want all

those services.

Mr. Cassidy: Parry Sound as well, I might

say.

Mr. Maeck: Maybe some of them don't

want all those services.

Mr. Cassidy: If that is the case, then they
can benefit their people by giving them a

lower tax rate.

Mr. Maeck: You wouldn't force them into

it, would you?

Mr. Cassidy: No, I wouldn't. They can have

a lower tax rate as an advantage of living in

the smaller municipality. But now people
neither get the services nor the lower tax

rate. That choice is not available to them.

We have seen an inexorable flow of popula-
tion into the very large cities with enormous

problems of urban stress, high housing prices

and high prices for commercial and industrial
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land. It has contributed in a very direct way
to the lessening of competitiveness of our
own industry. All sorts of problems have
arisen from this.

In the education field we do have a founda-
tion plan. Thank God for that. That ensures
that whether people are in Renfrew, Toronto,
Windsor, or up north, that up until recent

changes in the plan there was, relatively

speaking, an equality of expenditure on edu-
cation per student in the north, the south, the
east and! west and every part of the province.
But that is not the case at the municipal level.

I want to urge the Treasurer over the coming
months to look very carefully again at the

municipal foundation plan which was put
forward by the member for York South a
dozen or so years ago and which we have
raised repeatedly in this House as a promising
way to restructure municipal finance.

It seems to me that that is compatible with
more accountability at the local level, with
more assumption of responsibility and that it

is a means of getting away from the in-

creasing number of conditional grants with
which municipal autonomy is now being
hemmed in.

[5:30]

With those comments, I will leave it to

others of my colleagues to comment on
different parts of the bill. Although we sup-
port the bill, because it is better than nothing,
we find that this process of giving a buck
here, a buck there, is a totally inadequate
answer to the problems of municipal finances.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Before we continue
with the debate, pursuant to standing orders
27 and 28 I am required to inform the House
that the hon. member for Wentworth North
(Mr. Cunningham) has filed notice of his dis-

satisfaction with the answer to a supplemen-
tary question relating to regional government
in Hamilton-Wentworth asked) of the Treas-
urer earlier this day. This matter will be
debated at 10.30 p.m. on Tuesday next.

Shall we continue with the debate on
Bill 6?

Mr. Deans: I'm not going to take very
long because obviously much of what should
be said has been said. Neither did I intend
to take part in the debate after raising the
matter of the financing of the Hamilton-
Wentworth region with the Treasurer earlier

in the day. But there are some things that
Mother me about what was said today that
relate directly to what this bill does in the

Hamilton-Wentworth area—and perhaps in

some ways to what the bill doesn't dto.

The problem in the Hamilton-Wentworth
area is, in my opinion, very complex. And I

don't think that we can solve the financial

difficulties that people are now facing with

simply an adjustment in the unconditional

grant to the regional municipality.

To begin with, I am not absolutely con-

vinced that it's at the regional municipal
level that all of the overexpenditure has

taken place. The difficulty in the area is

simply that the public is convinced that it's

at the regional level that the overexpendi-
tures are taking place and it's almost im-

possible to, for their purposes separate out

those dollars spent at the local level from
those dollars spent at the regional level.

It's also very difficult to talk to someone
when you are talking about the municipal
taxes unless you also include, at least in

passing, a discussion of the problem that

the ever-increasing education costs bring
about. So that I think what we are really
faced with is that while everyone agrees
that we ought to make available more money
through the unconditional grant, and there-

fore everyone in the House is likely to

support this marginal change, the problem
isn't even being addressed by this.

The expenditures at the local level in the

Hamilton area—and those expenditures will

not be altered one whit by this bill—have
risen dramatically over the last three or

four years, and the result of the shift of

responsibility from the local to the regional
level which ought to have brought about a

decrease in the local municipalities' cash

requirements hasn't reflected in any easing
of the tax burden at the local level.

What we have happening is that as the

local municipal government, the city of

Hamilton, in most instances shifts responsi-

bility from itself to the region there is a

vacated tax space which is subsequently
filled by the local municipality for other

municipal purposes.

I'm not in a position, and no one outside

is in a position—no one outside of Hamilton

to begin with, I think, would be in a posi-

tion to make judgements about the appro-

priateness of the expenditures. I'm certainly

not in a position to make a judgement about

the appropriateness of the expenditures. But
all I can see is that if regional government
were to work as it was intended to work then

we should have been able to identify quite

clearly that, as certain responsibilities were

transferred from the lower to the upper

tier, there should have been proportionately
less cash required by the local tier to carry

on all of the responsibilities that remained
there. I think that's common sense. Yet, at

least in the Hamilton area and particularly
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as relating to the city of Hamilton, that just

hasn't been the case.

I support, incidentally, unconditional

grants as infinitely superior over and against

conditional grants. But if the province of

Ontario continues year after year simply

to make available to regional governments
funds through the unconditional grant route

without taking the time to accurately assess

the funding arrangements, the responsibilities

and the jurisdictions that have been granted
to the two tiers, then we are going to find

within a very short period of time, if we
haven't already arrived there, that the ex-

penditure increases will outstrip the ability

of the taxpayers in that municipality to pay.

Frankly, this will be the case in most other

municipalities where the same situation pre-

vails.

There are examples I want to give you. I

suppose, to begin with, statistics can be used

in any way. I understand it, everyone else

understands it and I'm quite prepared to

concede that someone may look at these

statistics and come up with some different

rationale. But, what I looked at was the

average property tax per household for the

city of Hamilton from 1970 to 1976 over

and against expenditures in other reasonably

large municipalities in the general area. From
1970 to 1976 the average property tax in the

city of Hamilton rose from $381 to $578, an

increase of 51.7 per cent. In East York the

increase was 30.3 per cent; in Etobicoke the

increase was 27.7 per cent; in North York
the increase was 17.1 per cent; in Scar-

borough 28 per cent; in York 28.2 per cent;

in Oshawa 19.6 per cent; and in Burlington,
which is the closest municipality to Hamil-

ton, 28.6 per cent.

The first thing I ask myself is, why would
it be that the city of Hamilton's expenditures
during the period of time would rise so dis-

proportionately to the expenditure increases

in other municipalities? I'm not making a

comparison of actual property taxes paid,
because that comparison would be unfair. I

can only assume, and I do assume for the

purposes of this discussion, that on the basis

of the services provided in 1970 in all of

those municipalities over and against 1976,
the same basic changes would have occurred

because they are all in the golden horseshoe

area, and all address themselves to a sub-

stantially residential community.
Is there any logical, reasonable explanation

for such a dramatic increase in the tax in

the city of Hamilton over and against the

other municipalities over that period of

time? Have the citizens of the city of Hamil-
ton obtained additional benefits? Are there,

in fact, new services available? Have they
assumed additional responsibilities? Do they

provide services there that are not provided
elsewhere?

I looked at that and I must say honestly
that I could find no evidence that there were

any better, larger or more worthwhile services

available there than in any other place. So
I thought it would make some sense if,

rather than going this route of continuing to

put money out year after year, we took a

serious look and made some comparisons
between the city of Hamilton, part of which
I represent, and other comparable munici-

palities in the area that have to purchase
the same basic goods and services and that

have to provide the same basic service level.

That's what I'm asking the Treasurer to

do. I don't think there is any point in just

continuously approving with a nod increased

expenditures through unconditional grants

unless we're prepared to take a very serious

look at where this money goes, how this

money is spent, what the responsibilities are

and how those responsibilities are being ful-

filled. I suggest to the Treasurer that, as

part of his responsibility, he has to under-

take such a serious study. He ought not to

come back to this House year after year

asking for marginal differences and marginal

changes to the per capita unconditional grant

without having undertaken that kind of in-

tensive study.

I go further than that and suggest that in

the city of Hamilton, for example, the expen-

ditures, rather than having levelled off or

having reflected an increase which might be

deemed to be commensurate with the normal

inflationary rate, have risen dramatically from

1974 when they were at approximately $58

million, to 1977 where they are now at about

$71 million. One has got to think that during

that period, with the introduction of regional

government and with the additional grants

made available as a result of regionalization,

we should have been able to see some

levelling off. But that didn't seem to occur.

The question then must be asked: Why is

that not happening?

Why is it that we're continuing to see this

ever-increasing expenditure rate in areas

where we might normally have expected, as

a result of the promises made by this Treas-

urer and his predecessors, that regionalization

ultimately would bring about either higher

service levels or a rationalization or amal-

gamation of services, and thereby bring about

what one would hope would be lower costs

by comparison—recognizing that we're not

talking about absolute dollars but about in-

flationary dollars.
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It seems to me that, before we engage in

simply a blanket approval of an expenditure
change of the type that the Treasurer is

asking for, there should be some substan-

tiating evidence presented to the House that

the dollars that we're voting are being spent
in an appropriate way within the system that

this government has set up. What the gov-
ernment has done is that it has changed the

system dramatically.
What happened in years gone by—and we

made a comparison; it's not the very best

comparison in the world, but it serves the

purpose for this discussion and again, it's

subject to debate. But we made a comparison
in the Hamilton-Wentworth area over and
against the Ottawa-Carleton area, and the

comparisons were made on the basis of ex-

penditures from the years 1966 through 1974,
which were the only figures available to me.
What we discovered was that prior to re-

gionalization, Hamilton-Wentworth, taken as

a whole-

Interjection.

Mr. Deans: I won't be very long. Are you
going to speak?

Mr. Rotenberg: Not at the moment.

Mr. Deans: Okay.

Mr. Cassidy: Don't hold back.

Mr. Deans: Their expenditures ran at some-

thing like 10 per cent less than the Ottawa-
Carleton region and yet, with regionalization,
Ottawa-Carleton's expenditures immediately
rose to a point where they went to in excess

of 20 per cent more than the Hamilton-
Wentworth region. This was prior to

Hamilton-Wentworth's regionalization. Once
regional government was implemented in

Hamilton-Wentworth, Hamilton-Wentworth's

expenditures then rose again to a point where
they're now within two or three percentage
points of expenditures in Ottawa-Carleton.
We've got to ask ourselves some questions

about those things. Why are they occurring?
Why is this change so evident immediately
after regionalization? Why is it, when we
compare regional areas with non-regional
areas, that we find the non-regional areas are

able to provide the same level of services that

they have always provided, which are in the
main comparable with the services provided
in the regional government areas, and do it

at a much less expensive level.

What I'm really saying to the Treasurer is

that I'm not at all sure that we can continue
to do things this way year after year. I don't

think it's practical for us simply to pour out

money, hoping to be able to hide the ad-
ditional burden of taxation, because eventu-

ally even the province of Ontario will have

difficulty raising the capital if we allow ex-

penditures to continue to rise at the rate

that they've been rising over the last four

or five years.

[5:45]

I think we have to have an accurate,
honest and open evaluation of what region-
alization has done. I think we have to look

seriously at the services provided, the struc-

tures implemented and the finances available.

We have to take into account that the trans-

itional grants, which were in some instances

unconditional and in other instances not, will

even by themselves impose an additional tax

burden on the average municipal taxpayer
as they gradually run out. While in the first

year of the five-year period they absorb a

substantial amount of the transitional cost,

the transitional costs—for reasons that I don't

understand and I suspect for reasons that no
one else has identified yet—never seem to

disappear. They get built into the system.
You end up in year one with a substantial

amount of money made available, while in

year five no money is made available but the

costs remain constant. You end up then with

that burden being transferred to the local

taxpayer.
The Treasurer may argue, and quite val-

idly, that the government attempts to offset

some of these by one form or another of

tax rebate. But that again is money out of

the provincial coffers and doesn't speak to

the problem of the increasing costs at the

municipal level.

I suppose what I'm saying in essence is

that we'll support the bill. We support the

bill because it makes good sense at this point
in time to do everything in our power to

cushion the impact of the ever-increasing
burden of property tax. But I don't think we
should for one minute think that this is the

answer to the overall problem of funding

municipalities. I don't think we should put
our heads in the sand and attempt to leave

the impression that regional government in

its current structure and form with all of the

service levels that are currently made avail-

able is providing what anyone expected that

it would.

I don't flunk if we were to go back to

John White, one of the previous Treasurers,

or to Charles MacNaughton or to the current

Treasurer and look at what they believed

would happen as a result of regionalization,
that we would find that what we actually
saw occurring over the period of the transition

is in keeping with what their expectations
were. If that's1 the case and if we're burden-

ing people unnecessarily or if we're over-
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burdening them, then, for heaven's sake, let's

be at least honest enough to say that that's

what's happening and to move in and to

make the adjustments that have to be made.
We just can't continue with this kind of

funding indefinitely.

I have a sense—the Treasurer may disagree
—that the province of Ontario is systemati-
cally moving much of the burden of costs

from itself to municipal taxpayers. It may be
in some instances, as in the case of the el-

derly and in some other cases, the property
tax rebates do tend to compensate in some

way or another for the increase. But it's

evident, at least through the school board

system, that the amounts of money made
available in the Hamilton area are substan-

tially below those moneys made available in

the years prior to 1966. The reduction is

now down from what was previously 49 per
cent of total to a figure of about 40 per
cent of total, while in fact we had spoken
in this Legislature not many years ago about
the necessity to move it in the other direc-

tion. We had always talked about aiming for

60 per cent or 65 per cent funded provin-
cially.

By virtue of the change that has taken

place, we have transferred a significant bur-
den from here, Queen's Park, from the gen-
eral revenues of the province which are by
far much more progressive than the property
tax regardless how you monkey with it, to the

municipal taxpayer. The Minister of Energy
and I would both understand, having dis-

cussed this many times, he on one side in

favour of increased taxes and I on the other,

hoping to get them reduced, that—

Hon. J. A. Taylor: But the averages were

pretty good. The averages worked out.

Mr. Deans: —in fact there is no relation-

ship between a person's income capacity and
his property tax. The day you retire your
property tax doesn't change though your
inoome changes dramatically.

What we're talking about is that we can't

go on this way much longer. If we don't

step into the forefront and be more pro-

gressive in the province of Ontario and find

the additional methods of funding munici-

palities, then municipalities will not be able
to carry on with the responsibilities that

they have had foisted upon them and have
sometimes taken quite willingly. We're going
to find that in the long run the property
tax payer is not going to be able to meet
the burden and that we are, therefore,

producing a society where home ownership
will become such a burden that we will be

eliminating it for a great number of people.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion on second reading of Bill 6?

Mr. Cassidy: Call the member for Wilson

Heights (Mr. Rotenberg), Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. minister.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The principle of this

bill was to put into effect the decisions of

the government announced last September
10 well in advance of the 1977 calendar

and fiscal year of the municipalities to in-

dicate to them the amount of money which
would be available to them during their

fiscal year 1977 from a variety of sources.

Unlike the education costs or The Highway
Traffic Act grants, the one item which is not

dealt with by regulation which is brought
to the Legislature each year is The Muni-

cipal Unconditional Grants Act.

The amount is not modest as it has been
described here this afternoon—and I will

return to that theme. In this bill it is an
increase during this calendar year from $370
million to $436 million—nearly $66 million,
which is not a small amount of money.
What we are rather pleased about of course

is that the transfers this year, which are

rising about $380 million from just over $3
billion to $3.4 billion, are rising by 12.5

per cent. The unconditional grant portion of

those transfers is rising by nearly 18 per

cent, so that the conditional portion is ris-

ing by about 12 per cent. We have been,

increasingly, trying to put more of our trans-

fers into an unconditional form and specifi-

cally into the various components of The
Unconditional Grants Act—namely, the gen-
eral support grant, the resource equaliza-
tion grant and the northern Ontario grant
and then the specific per capita grants. But
I do suggest to the members that we can't

have it both ways and talk about more and
at the same time dismiss, as one speaker
did this afternoon, some $66 million more
as a modest increase. I will be coming
back to that.

I am tempted to reply to much of what
was said this afternoon, but I will try and
and confine my remarks to the principle of

the bill, Mr. Speaker, with respect. I fail

to find out how mines are assessed in Sud-

bury and a couple of other items had any-

thing to do with the principle of this

particular bill, but so be it.

The member for Ottawa East wonders

why Ottawa-Carleton doesn't receive the

police grant and suggests we are holding
some sort of a club over their head. That's

not true. This is true in a number of other

areas.
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There are higher grants for those munic-

ipalities who have assumed greater respon-

sibilities from us. Regional York, regional

Hamilton-Wentworth, regional Waterloo

have all assumed 100 per cent of the polic-

ing function, which was formulated there

with local municipalities but which was
also being carried out by the Ontario Prov-

incial Police. They have relieved us, ob-

viously, of some burden of expense. They
have relieved us therefore of some burden
of administration and they are being com-

pensated—in a very crude way, I will admit

that, but we didn't want to develop a

sophisticated formula.

But those municipalities which have
taken over policing from us are receiving
a higher level of grant. Ottawa-Carleton is

not one of those and the day that Ottawa-
Carleton wants to assume the burden of

policing in Osgoode, for example, and Goul-
bourn and several other places and if it is

not to their financial advantage, then they
shouldn't do it. Then they should not do it.

Mr. Roy: I don't think that's fair. You
don't do much policing there.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I will tell the hon.

member the greatest inequity in this prov-
ince is between those who pay for policing
and those who do not pay for policing and
receive it from the Ontario Provincial Police.

I think most municipal people would tell you
that that is probably the largest single in-

equity—those paying property taxes who also

pay through their income taxes or sales taxes,

paying really for policing twice, and those
who only pay for it once. In the last four
or five years we've gone some way to redress

this inequity by giving the unconditional

grant on a higher rate to those municipalities
who are doing the policing job and then at a

higher rate again to those municipalities that

have assumed certain functions from us, and
not just in die area of policing. The regional
municipalities happen to be the growth mu-
nicipalities and there are some interesting
statistics in the book which a number of

people quoted from—Regional Government, a

Perspective: a Financial Review, 1970-1975—
which was compiled out of a tour which I

made in that year, and we presented the

statistics to all the regions and then brought
them together in one place. They can be
used in many ways, and I suppose they can

prove many things, but the conclusion that I

came to when the figures were all brought to-

gether was that the municipalities that need-
ed the help were by and large the regions
that were the growth areas. Interestingly, on
table A3, total household starts in that period,
467,000, over half, were in the regions.

Another quarter were in Metro, and only
108,000 were in the rest of the province.
There is no question that the growth has

been in the regions. That's the reason that

their expenses have climbed. Metro is level-

ling off; Metro was in between.
The conclusion I came to, quite frankly,

and I think I said this in the House when
this document was tabled a year ago, was
that we would quite frankly be biasing our

assistance—not in a heavy-handed way and
not in a "big brother" way and not looking
over their shoulder and not asking them to

account for every last nickel—-but we would
be biasing our assistance, particularly the un-

conditional assistance, to the growth areas

which are largely the regions of the province,
and to some extent still to Metropolitan
Toronto.

That's where the taxes have, for the most

part, and it's too easy to generalize, risen

the most because of a greater demand for

services. The smaller municipalities enjoy
much lower tax rates, generally, across the

province—those areas which aren't moving
and where in many cases mill rates have

stood still for a number of years. As my
friend from Parry Sound pointed out, per-

haps they don't want, don't need, don't de-

sire all the services which the member from
Ottawa-Carleton would have us all have to-

morrow.

I was interested in the eloquence of the

member for York South and others, and I

simply remind people of the property tax

credit—it is an effective way of reducing the

regressivity of the property tax. It does do a

job. My friend from Ottawa Centre would
have had us believe that somebody earning

$5,000 or $6,000 and paying $1,000 in prop-

erty taxes was paying 20 per cent of his in-

come, which is not correct. After the property
tax credit he would be paying about 10 per
cent. Too high, no question about it-

Mr. Cassidy: You admit it, that's good. It

is about time you admitted it.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But don't use mis-

leading figures-^and that's exactly what the

member was doing. He said 20 per cent and

it should be 10 per cent, and he knows it.

He just ignored the property tax credit com-

pletely—just ignored it.

Mr. Cassidy: You are the expert on mis-

leading figures, you know. They go right

through the budget. Every page.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The member twists

figures; he twisted figures all afternoon. That

was just one of them.

Ms. Bryden: The whole budget is mis-

leading.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I in-

terrupt the hon. minister. It is now approach-

ing 6 o'clock. Are you going to—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have about one

minute to go, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: He is the maestro of mis-

representation.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would simply point

out, finally, that we will cover many of these

matters during my estimates. I simply point
out this: The plea over there is "more." I

would point out to those members that the

municipalities and the school boards this year
are receiving 12% per cent growth across the

board.

Mr. Deans: That's not true.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: By 12% per cent.

Ms. Bryden: What percentage of their ex-

penditures?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: For the province as

a whole, expenditures are increasing by nine

per cent. It means that provincial departments
«r somewhere around seven. The member
wanted more money for Hamilton-

Wentworth—

Ms. Bryden: What is the provincial share?

Mr. Deans: That wasn't what was said at

all.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That was exactly
the point—more money to reduce property
taxes.

Mr. Deans: On a point of order. That is

a misrepresentation of what was said.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Then I leave the

member for Wentworth out. He was the only
person who suggested we were paying too

much.

Mr. Deans: I didn't say that either.

An hon. member: You're going to em-
barrass him yet.

Mr. Deans: That again is misrepresenta-
tion. It's funny how you can always fall on
both sides.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I apologize.

I think it is fair to say that most who
spoke, and certainly the member who is the

financial critic of his party, indicated that

much more should be going into transfers

to local government. Many, many more
dollars. I simply point out that of our nine

per cent growth in expenditures this year,

the municipalities and school boards who
receive 30 of that under the Edmonton com-
mitment are getting 12% per cent of that

growth. All the other functions of government
will be making do with about seven or eight

per cent.

I point out there's a table which would
indicate that our revenues have grown over

the last five or six years at the rate of about

13 per cent a year. Our transfers to local

governments have been growing at a com-

pounded rate of 15 per cent per year. I

serve notice to the House that without sub-

stantially raising our own revenue we are

not going to be able to continue to transfer

ever-increasing amounts or ever-increasing

proportions to local governments. It just isn't

fair.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole

House.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ONTARIO LOAN ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second reading
of Bill 8, An Act to authorize the Raising of

Money on the Credit of the Consolidated

Revenue Fund.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is there any opening
statement by the minister?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I suppose I might,
Mr. Speaker, because when the former mem-
ber for Sudbury—

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order Mr.

Speaker. Is there a quorum please?

Mr. Speaker called for the quorum bells.

On resumption:

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I am advised there

is a quorum and we will continue with the

second reading of Bill 8.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, when
the former member for Sudbury used to be

here, he used to ask what this was all about.

Although there is no need for an opening
statement, I might indicate to the House
that this borrowing authority, which is less

than it has been for the last two years, gives
us authority to borrow from the Canada Pen-
sion Plan, and from Central Mortgage and
the maturities of Ontario debentures securi-

ties. There are other things we borrow from,
which are not required under this Act.

I will not attempt to defend why some
borrowings are covered by this Act and some
are covered by The Financial Administration

Act, and I suppose really they should be all

in one place or another. The Deputy Speaker,
coming from Perth, would appreciate that

fact, that one consolidates one's borrowings.
Nevertheless, these are the borrowings

which we would expect to make from April
1 last under this Act: from the Canada Pen-
sion Plan, about $850 million; from Central

Mortgage waste control loans, $43 million;
and from scheduled maturities about $73 mil-

lion. That totals $966 million; and only the

people in my ministry, sir, could round that

to an even $1 billion, which was the subject
of the bid in.

Mr. Reid: What's a billion?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's right.

Wednesday, June 29, 1977

Mr. S. Smith: We of course will have no

objection to the bill. I do want to take the

opportunity however, to make a brief remark
or two about the borrowing habits of the

Treasurer, if I might Mr. Speaker.
We have had the feeling for some time

that the so-called in-house borrowings—which
this bill is designed to permit, something
that the Treasurer is proud of in the sense

that whenever he can borrow to cover his

deficit in-house he feels it is somehow a great
achievement he has been able to keep Ontario
off the money market—we have had the feel-

ing for some time that this is a rather pyrrhic

victory, a rather hollow achievement. In fact

what it really means to the people who con-

tribute to the Canada Pension Plan—and of

course this particular bill does not apply to

OMERS and other superannuation funds—is

that the Treasurer is able to borrow from
these funds at something less than what
these funds could attract in the commercial

market, and he feels that this is somehow a

great achievement.

What I would like to say is that we be-

lieve that that money made available for

commercial enterprises would be a real

stimulus to our economy and would actually
in many ways earn more money for On-
tarians and create more employment. We
have a great belief in the private sector. We
believe that this money ought to be made
available for private borrowing to stimulate

Canadian industry and Ontario industry. The
more the Treasurer borrows, whether it be
in-house or out of house, the more that

money is not available for other purposes.

Furthermore, the more it means that

people who depend on these funds—and

ultimately, actuarially of course, all our pen-
sions will depend on some of these funds in

one way or another—the more that the

Treasurer borrows at less than competitive
commercial rates, the more all of us are

being short-changed by the heavy demands
that the Treasurer has made.

I don't have to tell you that the average

per capita debt in this province has gone
up astronomically in the years of the ad-

ministration under the present Premier (Mr.

Davis). I don't have to tell you that we are

now paying interest at the rate of some $2.85
million a day on the provincial debt. I simply
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want to say that although we of course will

give the government authority to raise money
on the credit of the consolidated revenue

fund, we personally believe that our province
would be better served if the deficits were

lower, if the borrowings were not so high,

and if the Treasurer were not allowed to hide

behind the so-called in-house borrowing as

he's so fond of doing, taking credit for the

fact that he doesn't have to go to the free

and open money market.

[8:15]

We believe if he did have to go to that

market, he might watch his deficits a little

more carefully. It always seems to us rather

a remarkable coincidence that the deficits

end up exactly at the sum total of what he's

able to borrow and what's open to him to

borrow in-house. We believe if he had to go
and take his chances with everyone else on
the open market and if he allowed the in-

house money to be used for commercial pur-
poses, Ontario would be better off and he
would suddenly discover there is a lot more
fat in the budget than he imagines at present.

So by all means the Treasurer can have
his authorization to raise money but we be-
lieve he ought to change his practice of this

in-house borrowing. He ought to change his

practice whereby pension funds are kept cap-
tive by the government of Ontario and are
rendered actuarially vulnerable. We believe
that money should be made available for the

private sector, should be able to attract com-
petitive interest rates and that the govern-
ment should have to go out and fight with

everybody else for every dollar it borrows. In
so doing, they'd learn the discipline of having
to watch the dollars that they spend and the
size of deficit; and that would be a great

benefit, a boon to all of us.

However, we will certainly support the
bill itself.

Mr. Cassidy: The bill is obviously a house-

keeping bill. It does provide an opportunity to

comment on the Treasurer's goal of balanc-

ing the budget by 1981, and I want to do so.

I don't want to do so at great length, but I

think there are some points that need to be
raised, serious points which I put before the
Treasurer in that particular spirit.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, on a
point of order, I don't find any connection
between this bill and balancing the budget
by 1981, I really don't. I think that might be
part of the budget debate or it might be part
of my estimates, but I find no reference in
the principle of this bill to balancing the

budget by 1981.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I recognize the point
of order. I would remind the member for

Ottawa Centre to keep his remarks in accord-
ance with the principle of this bill.

Mr. Foulds: On the point of order, Mr.

Speaker; you let the previous speaker wander
far from the principle that you've just enunci-
ated. Secondly, surely borrowing today has to

do with future deficits and whether or not
the budget will be balanced five years hence.

Mr. Cassidy: With respect, Mr. Speaker,
I'm not sure why the Treasurer chose to

intervene. If he knew me better or listened

a bit more carefully, he would understand
that by tone and by words specifically I said

I wanted to comment briefly on the question
of the borrowing of the province. Since the
Treasurer says that he intends in the very
near future not to do any more borrowing
but in fact to achieve a situation where he
won't have any, I think there's some con-
cern to be raised about that and this is a

legitimate and appropriate place to do so.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: With respect, on the

point of order, I don't think so, Mr. Speaker.
This bill authorizes the raising of $1 billion

on the credit for this
year,

which we are now
in; and there is no reference to 1981 whatso-

ever, so far as I know, in that bill.

Mr. Foulds: The year 1981 follows 1977.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, if the Treasurer
wants to play it that way, we can spend all

night here talking about whether or not On-
tario should borrow $1 billion on the consoli-

dated revenue fund, and I'm sure there are

things it is quite properly in order to talk

about. Frankly, I don't want to do that. I

don't want to do that at all.

I think the Treasurer's being quite aggra-

vating. I'm not sure what he had between 6
o'clock and now, but all the same it seems to

me it's legitimate to raise a few points, and
I intend to do so with your permission Mr.

Speaker.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, speak-

ing to the point, all I had since 6 o'clock,

which is none of the member's business, was
some of the milk of human kindness. I don't

propose that we should waste our time to-

night debating the non-principle of a bill as

we did all this afternoon. If that's what the

member wants to do, let him say so, let the

Speaker rule and let's get on with it; but if

we're going to talk about the principle of the

bill, then let's do so and let's not pussyfoot
around.

Mr. Foulds: Further on the point of order,

while the pussy over there is footing, I'd like

to just remind him that borrowing is the

principle inherent in this bill.
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

want to say that the bill proposes to borrow

$1 billion. I gather from what the Treasurer

said that the borrowing is not equal to the

total amount of cash requirements anticipated
for this year because a certain amount of

those cash requirements will be met by bor-

rowing which is not required to be authorized

by this form of legislation. Is that right?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Cassidy: That is correct. I want to

introduce a couple of figures from the budget,
which were relative to this particular bill.

With your permission, Mr. Speaker, there

are just three or four things that I want to

raise.

First, the Treasurer said, and I quote:
"Our objective is to have the capacity to

balance the Ontario budget by 1980-81." He
said that in the budget. In the statement of

Monday he said: "I continue to look forward
to a balanced budget by 1981."

I would gather that between the budget,
the charter and now, the government's inten-

tion has hardened as far as that particular
commitment is concerned. If we can look at

this year's figures as oudined in the budget
paper which I have to say states, "towards a
balanced budget"—and I can't help but use

the words "if the figures that are relevant are

in there"—the statement of cash requirements
is interesting when you compare it with the

statements of investments and physical assets

which is found in table C8 in the back of the

budget. Those investments in physical assets,

and I'll read them into the record, are as

follows:

Under budgetary investment: Direct ex-

penditures and transfer payments: Roads and

transit, $579 million; public buildings, $241
million; health, $94 million; other, $47
million; for a total budgetary investment in

physical assets of $961 million.

On the non-budgetary side, the investment
is as follows: Industrial resources develop-
ment, $232 million; home and community
environment, $215 million; education, $117
million; and health, $38 million. Total in-

vestment, $1,563 million, up about $150
million from the interim estimate for 1976-77.

If you take that $1.5 billion of investment
in physical assets and put it against the total

financing requirements of the province for the

current fiscal year, 1977-78, or $1,077 million,

you get a surplus of about $500 million. That

surplus, as far as I can gather Mr. Speaker,
is the surplus that the Ontario government
will be running this year on its budgetary

current account. On capital account it's in-

tended to put out about $1.5 billion in in-

vestment of physical assets. On current

account, its expenditures will fall short of its

revenues by $500 million.

I put these figures into the record because

I think they are important with regard to the

possibility of future debates or discussions

about whether or not to balance the budget,
or what balancing the budget actually means.

In 1976-77, using the same sources for

the figures, the total financing requirement to

the province was $1,388 million and the total

of investment in physical assets was $1,438
million. There was, therefore, a surplus on
the budgetary current account of $50 million.

The previous year, in 1975-76, when we had
a $1.8 billion financing requirement. The
bulk of that was also taken up with invest-

ment in physical assets—$1.6 billion that year
—and there was a small deficit on budgetary
current operations of $138 million. In the

previous year, 1974-75, the investment of

physical assets was $1.2 million, financing re-

quirements were $1.2 billion the total financ-

ing requirements just under $1 billion. The

surplus on budgetary current account was

$200 million.

Perhaps after an election is when one can

read this kind of figure into the record, be-

cause it makes the situation of the last four

years look rather less perilous than it may
have appeared if one simply looked at the

amounts of money that the province of On-
tario had been borrowing over that period
of time.

If you just look at current income and ex-

penditure, we had a $200 million surplus

in 1974-75, $130 million deficit in 1975-76

and a $50 million surplus in 1976-77. The
Treasurer's figures, if they're to be trusted

—and I have raised questions about some of

the estimates—would see us having a $500

million surplus on current account this year.

The question of a budgetary deficit-

Mr. S. Smith: Ever heard of depreciation

on capital?

Mr. Cassidy: The question of a budgetary

surplus or deficit, the question of whether we
are balancing the budget and the question
of what we are borrowing for in this bill

or some other bills before or after it, is

therefore largely a matter of definition. Now
is the time to raise this kind of question
in the brief lull between the last election and

the possibility of a future one. In other juris-

dictions, in Britain for example, there are two

budgets. There is an above-the-line budget
which is the current budget and there is a

below-the-line budget which is a capital
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budget, representing investments in capital
assets of one sort or another.

Mr. S. Smith: What do they do about

depreciation of capital assets?

An hon. member: Are you an economist
now, Stuart?

Mr. Cassidy: The Leader of the Opposition
can comment on this later, or one of his

critics can comment on the point. I think the

point has got to be raised and I am glad he
is listening with interest.

If you bring this back in personal terms—
and that has limited validity for government
—but if you bring this back in personal terms,
a family person with an income of $12,000
a year who receives $240 a week and spends
about $240 a week on rent, food, clothing,
recreation, gas for the car and that kind of

thing, is keeping his current operations in

balance.

Mr. S. Smith: Not if his car is depreciating.

Mr. Cassidy: If he borrows money to buy
a car, he should be prepared to take enough
money out of his current operating budget in
order to pay for that car. That is what's re-

presented in this budget by the payments
that are set aside for interest.

The Leader the Opposition asks, what
about depreciation? In personal terms, it's

prudent if somebody has a bit set aside in
addition to the interest. In fact, finance pay-
ments usually provide for a certain amount
of repayment in line with depreciation.
The point is that for the year in which a

person on a $12,000 income spends 5,000
bucks to buy a car, we don't say their situa-
tion has gone from $12,000 in and $12,000
out to $12,000 in and $17,000 out, we don't
say that for that year they ran up a $5,000
deficit; we say that for that year they in-
vested in an item that will be used over a
number of years, and incurred a debt which
will be paid off at a rate of so many dollars
a year.

Taking this year's figures again, the pre-
sentation of the budget, in which every penny
of capital asset acquisition is put down as a
current expenditure and therefore contributes
to an overall deficit, is misleading. At least
it's misleading if that then is a springboard
for the Treasurer to say that in future we
are going to balance our budget and we are
going to pay as we go for absolutely every
nickel of capital investment.

If you look at the table of the investments
that Ontario makes, it includes such things
as investments in universities, in nuclear
power—an investment which will last for an
awfully long time—tile drainage, junior farmer
assistance, the housing corporations, and in

other assets including loans which are for
the long term. But the Treasurer's point of

view appears to be that the borrowing now
is unhealthy under any circumstances and
that we should pay for all of those long-term
loans, investments and assets out of current
revenue. Now if one can jump ahead two or

three years and take him at face value, then
we will be mnning a surplus on operating or

current budgetary account of about $1.6
billion.

I have a question. I am not sure whether
this year a half a billion dollar surplus on
current operating account is the right setting
for Ontario's economy. It seems to me that it

is equally important to balance Ontario's

economy and not just to have a fixation about

balancing a set of numbers when there is

a definitional problem which could allow you
to come up with any number of different

balances for that particular set of numbers.

The Treasurer of New South Wales was in

town the other day and I had the oppor-
tunity of meeting with him and he said: "We
always balance our budget." It's a labour

government and it has been for many years.
I said: "Gosh, you mean you outdo Darcy
McKeough,"—I am sorry Mr. Speaker—"You
outdo the Treasurer of Ontario." And he
said: "Yes." He then revealed that they had
an above-the-line budget which they always
balance and a below-the-line capital budget
which of course is financed partly out of

current revenues and partly out of borrowing.

[8:30]

If it is perfectly legitimate for an indi-

vidual to borrow to buy a house or a car

and if it's even considered legitimate for

individuals to borrow for certain large items

of expenditure that might almost be con-

sidered current, such as round-the-world

vacations, then it seems to me that to have
a fixation about getting to a budgetary
balance is inappropriate and could lead us to

grief in the future.

In the budget statement, the Treasurer

did say he wasn't sure about balancing the

budget, that there could be certain reasons

for which Ontario would have to take other

steps. I am concerned with the fact that after

this year he says—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I didn't want to be

dogmatic.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, I'm glad you didn't, but

you became much more dogmatic in the

reappraisal of your statement, as the govern-
ment also was in the Charter for Ontario,
and that is why I am expressing these

concerns.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: But I didn't want to

be like you are.

Mr. Cassidy: The increase in budgetary
spending, which is foreseen for the next few

years as only six per cent a year, I suggest
that this may be a straitjacket which we will

all live to regret, because there are certain

valid and valuable things which ought to be

performed by government—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not according to

your House leader, he says we are giving
too much to the municipalities.

Mr. Cassidy: He did not say that, on a

point of order. There are certain valid and
valuable things which will be required from
the province of Ontario. We will have to

reach a judgement decision as to how much
of our capital expenditures, loans and in-

vestments should be financed out of current

revenues and how much it would be legitimate
to continue to finance from borrowing.

Just a final point, in response to the

Leader of the Opposition: I wish the opposi-
tion party, the Liberal Party and its leaders,
would stop prating about fat and that kind
of thing in the Ontario budget and would
start to come up with specifics. If I can say a

word of commendation to the Treasurer—I
know he doesn't get them often from me—
Ontario has a record which is decidedly
better than, say, the federal government in

the city I represent, the city of Ottawa. There
has been control over the civil service com-
plement here in Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: It is better than BC was.

Mr. Cassidy: There has been a rather

tighter control over expenditures. At times
it's been imprudent and wrong, and at other
times it has provided a discipline which
doesn't exist to people who think that

government dollars come for free and forget
the fact that each one of these government
dollars comes out of somebody's pocket or
could have remained in somebody's pocket.
However, that being said, it seems to me
that it is rigid, dogmatic and ideological for
the Treasurer to say that we have to con-
strain spending growth to the six per cent
mark over the next three years at the very
least in order to achieve this particular goal.
That said, we will support this billion-

dollar bill. It seems to me that for that sum
of money the time of 23 or 24 minutes of
this Legislature is well worth it. I am sure
we will return in the future to the question,
not of the balanced budget the way the
Treasurer puts it, but of the appropriate way
in which we set the budget of Ontario and
how much of our capital expenditures we

should finance our of current revenue and
how much out of borrowing.

Mr. Reid: I just have a question or two I

would like to ask the Treasurer. The name of
the report slips my mind, but I recall reading
it in the House last year. It indicated that
if we kept borrowing from the Canada Pen-
sion Plan, within about—I think it said six to

eight years if I recall the figures correcdy—
the revenues accruing to the province of
Ontario would be all used up. In fact it in-

dicated that the Canada Pension Plan would
be bankrupt as far as the province of On-
tario went and there would be no funds
available after that period of time for the

province to borrow on.

I presume the Treasurer is going to stand
in his place and say we're going to balance
the budget and we don't have to borrow
from the CPP within that period of time,
but could he perhaps clarify that situation?

If we continue our current rate of borrowing,
will we have exhausted the Canada Pension
Plan within a six to eight-year period?

Ms. Bryden: I just have one or two ques-
tions to ask the provincial Treasurer with

regard to this authorization to borrow. I'd

like to know if he has put his whiz kids or

calculus operators to work at figuring out the
cost of the Charter for Ontario which was
unveiled during the election. He was very
prompt at putting the opposition estimates to

the test and working out what they were
going to cost.

Mr. S. Smith: That has nothing to do with
the bill.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I don't

believe this has anything to do with the bill

before the House at this time.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, with respect,
the amount he has to borrow is based on the
amount he expects to spend. I want to know
if the billion is going to be enough to cover
all the costs of the Charter for Ontario. For

example, the two trees for every one tree will

require a great increase in expenditures on
forest regeneration—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You're opposed to

that?

Ms. Bryden: —and reducing the municipal
tax burden, and so on; senior citizens will

cost money. So my first question is, is the

billion dollars adequate?

Mr. Reid: Obviously not to pay for the—

Ms. Bryden: The second question I have,
if he is planning any borrowing in the United
States market, has he taken into account the
rather dramatic change in the value of the
dollar in his estimates of his needs? Also,
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will he be repaying some of our foreign US
loans? The amount will be affected, unless

they're repayable in Canadian dollars, by the

change in the value of the dollar.

The only other comment I'd like to make
is that we wouldn't need such large borrow-

ing power if the Treasurer didn't continue to

give away such large amounts of revenue to

the corporations in fast writeoffs and in ex-

emptions from sales tax on machinery and
in all sorts of other concessions, so that our

corporations are now contributing just slightly

over 10 per cent of total provincial revenues.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, in reply
to the hon. member for Beaches-Woodbine,
the answer to her three questions would be

yes, yes, and no. And as a comment, I

think on only the remarks of the hon.

Leader of the Opposition, I would just point
out one of the serious inaccuracies, among
others, which he made during the course of

recent events in which he persisted in talk-

ing about interest costs. Tonight he brought
it down to $2.85 million a day. I imagine
that's what the increased research staff has

done to his office. During the campaign it

was always $3 million, and tonight he's been

getting-

Mr. S. Smith: It's a rounded figure, it's like

your billion.

Mr. Reid: It's like your billion.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It's so precise, that's

the research. If you want to be precise, really,

then you should cut that figure in half once

again. Because if the member would look, as

I pointed out several times during the course
of the campaign, and just to set the record

straight here in the House, if you look at the

Ontario budget on pages 18 and 19 you
would also find out that we earn some $468
million in interest on our investments. That,
of course, should be deducted from our public
debt interest.

Mr. S. Smith: Why should it?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Certainly it should.

Mr. S. Smith: Why?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Because we borrow

money from the Canada Pension Plan and
we loan it out to universities and hospitals
and school boards. We pay interest in one

place and we get it back from someplace
else. The true amount, if you want to be

truthful, is not a billion dollars a year, it's

about half a billion dollars a year. I simply
put that to you. You're just out $500 million.

Mr. S. Smith: Where do the school boards

get this interest to pay you?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We lend it out on
mortgages; we lend it out on senior citizens'

apartments; we lend it out through the

Ontario Mortgage Corporation. We'd even

lend it out on those energy conservation loans

you want to make on insulation, that would
be an interest on investment.

Mr. S. Smith: But not by the universities,

the school boards, and the other public
institutions.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Look, I am not quar-

relling. The amount of interest we pay is

staggering. But if you're going to use a

figure, use $500 million a year and not a

billion and you'd be more correct, you'd

satisfy me. But what we have here tonight,

Mr. Speaker, and you will enjoy this—

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, the one which comes
from the taxpayer—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —coming as you do

from rural Ontario, is one of the great classic

confrontations of all time. We have the far

right party saying we're borrowing too much
and we have the far left party saying we're

not borrowing enough. This would prove to

you, Mr. Speaker, the efficacy of what we're

doing tonight, the efficacy of my budget, and

the truth of the reason why this party was
re-elected on June 9, and I'm happy to en-

dorse this bill.

Mr. Makarchuk: Without a majority.

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of privilege, I

would like to know whether this is in any

way reminiscent of the comments that were

made by the former federal leader of the

Treasurer's party, of whom it is alleged that

on one occasion he said: "There are those

who say on the one hand that two and two

make four, those who say on the other hand

two and two make six; we go to neither

extreme, we simply say that two and two

make five."

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Speaking to the

point of order, I recall the remarks not too

long ago of the former national leader of my
party, and I assume we are referring to the

same person, who referred to the policies

of the federal Liberal Party as being arsonists

in our Confederation today; and that is so

true.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, a point of order. I

wonder if the Treasurer, since he is in such a

convivial mood, would mind replying to the

questions I put in regard to the Canada

Pension Plan.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The answer to your

question is that within the $1.42 billion is, I

think now, some $550 million interest on the

Canada Pension Plan outstanding debentures-

Mr. Reid: I was going to say, don't look

at us.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: —which I think are

now something like $10 million. Within the

$460 million something is the interest on the

money which we have been earning on part
of that.

We will cross the line. We are borrowing
from the Canada Pension Plan this year about

$850 million. We are paying back something
around I think $450 million or $500 million

in interest. Those two points will meet in

about 1980 or 1981. I will debate this with

the member—I won't debate it with the

member, I will discuss it at some point.

I think one of the very large questions which

we have facing us economically is the future

of the Canada Pension Plan. When those two
lines cross it is not going to distort anything.
We will still be getting an amount of money
to do something with and will be paying out

an amount of money over here to pay interest

on it. There is no question that that money
will have to roll over.

My own view is, tentatively, that we should

be moving towards, albeit slowly, a fully

funded plan. But as things now stand, to put
it in the simplest possible terms, there is

going to have to be an increase in the con-

tribution rate to the Canada Pension Plan if

we are going to pay out the rates of benefits

which are being paid out.

Members opposite will know that on this

side, my successor who is now the Minister

of Energy (Mr. J. A. Taylor) started the argu-
ment, fully supported by me, the Minister of

Community and Social Services (Mr. Norton)
carrying that argument forward with Mr.
Lalonde. The report, which was referred to

was the report of the Canada Pension Plan

Advisory Committee, which, with great

respect, would spend more money than is

coming into the plan presendy. If those lines

cross in December, 1981, they have proposed
amendments which would—make that Octo-

ber, 1981, or whatever.

We are going to have to face up to that

problem very soon, in the next couple of

years. I would be glad to send the member
for Rainy River copies of about six speeches
I have made on this subject.

I went to Chicago about three months ago.
To put something on the record, many of

Hydro's bonds sold in the United States are,

surprisingly enough—and I told this to the

Ontario Teachers' Federation the other day-
owned by teachers' pension plans or state

employees' pension plans. Ontario Hydro and
province of Ontario bonds are considered a

very good investment with a triple-A rating
and they hold great chunks of our bonds.
One of the investors I met in Chicago, who
on behalf of his plan owns a lot of our bonds,

said "What is this liability to the Canada
Pension Plan? What does that mean?"—it is

shown on our balance sheet at $5 billion or

$6 billion.

I said, "Well, you should have a liability,

of course, on your US balance sheet for social

security."
I am sure the member for Rainy River

is aware that the United States social security

plan is now bankrupt. They are going to take

in less money this year than they will pay
out. President Carter has really advocated

some very drastic medicine for that situation.

I said that in a typically Canadian com-

promise, the province of Quebec, in fairness,

wanted a fully funded plan. Most of the

provinces—including Ontario—wanted a pay-

as-you-go plan and we developed a typically

Canadian compromise 10 years ago and we
are somewhere in between.

[8:45]

I said if our balance sheet is wrong, or

half-wrong, then theirs is completely wrong;
because their balance sheet shows no liability

for what they owe for social security. Those

amounts in actuarial terms would be stagger-

ing, and we are somewhere in between.

Whether we resolve this whole argument by

going to a fully funded plan, I'm not sure. I

honestly don't know where we will be—oh,

realistically, four or five years from now.

Mr. Reid: If I may, what does this do to

your balanced budget by 1981?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We would continue

to borrow.

Mr. Reid: Except that you can only borrow
so much. The interest that you are going to

gain has got to equal the expenses that you
are spending, does it not? You are going to

have to go to the market, are you not, to get

that money?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: I show that interest

as a budgetary expense. It's above the line.

One of the vagaries of government book-

keeping, I think, is that we show all the

credits on one side and all the debits on the

other side; and the twain don't meet. Realisti-

cally they should. But it is quite possible

that I could be theoretically paying $1.1

billion and borrowing $800 million from the

Canadian Pension Plan. Wherever I pay my
interest to—our interest, your interest, when I

say "my" I am being overly protective or

something; I'm talking like my deputy minis-

ter, who really looks after the dollars and
cents. Wherever we pay our interest is one

transaction; however we finance or tax for

that is another transaction.

Mr. Reid: There is still only so much to

be got out of that pot.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oh yes. But all of

this is out of order, Mr. Speaker, because the

—however, since you are being your usual

charitable self-

Mr. Reid: When are we going to have a

chance to debate this?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: During my estimates.

Mr. Speaker: I think we should leave it

until then.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We will talk about
our money.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

Clerk of the House: The ninth order,

second reading of Bill 9, An Act respecting
the Registration of Venture Investment

Corporations.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. We've got our wires crossed a bit

and I wonder whether the Treasurer would
agree to going back to the previous order for

The Succession Duty Act amendments.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No. This afternoon
the member for Lakeshore (Mr. Lawlor)
quite properly pointed out that he had not
received the printed bill and asked that we
switch the order and I agreed to that. I have
no strong feelings on this, but that was the

arrangement this afternoon. I am doing six

bills, the Provincial Secretary for Social

Development (Mrs. Birch) is doing the seventh
bill. The Minister of Revenue (Mrs. Scrivener)
is doing seven bills, with some assist on the
seventh bill from the Minister of the En-
vironment (Mr. Kerr) and I am dealing with

my six in a block. I agreed this afternoon
at 4 of the clock to drop the succession duty
bill to the bottom of my list. That is the

understanding I have; we have arranged staff

accordingly and we are prepared to go ahead
with Bill 9 now.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, if I may just for

a moment. The bill hadn't been properly
perused because it wasn't printed and de-
livered into our hands until recently and the
minister was good enough to put it down.
We are in a position where we are prepared
to proceed at this time in seriatim order. If

you wish to do so, fine. We would prefer to

at this stage, but we have had no oppor-
tunity to so inform you until this time. We'll
leave it up to you.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I'm sorry, Mr.

Speaker. If I had know that before 6 o'clock
I could have arranged staff accordingly, but
we really arranged staff to be here now for

venture investment and the tobacco tax and

I suggested that they should be here later

for succession duty. No doubt in the spirit

of co-operation which my friend is in, we'll

be onto all of them tonight in any case.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. I believe the minister will agree
that the legislative members have priority in

this place and not just the staff. I regret that

the wires were crossed. I was only aware of

this well after 6 o'clock.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It is at the

discretion of the government House leader, I

presume, who made these arrangements and
who was a participant in these negotiations
and arrangements. As I understand it, Bill 9
was to have been called at this time. I think

we should proceed with Bill 9. If the hon.

minister will move that we will proceed.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I repeat my
request to the minister. If we could consider

the alternative, it may be possible to finish

with the other bill prior to 10:30 tonight. As
for venture investment corporations in On-
tario we did have a number of people who
did wish to speak to that particular bill.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I un-

derstood that we were going to finish certain

bills on Monday night, certain bills last night
and certain bills today.

VENTURE INVESTMENT
CORPORATIONS REGISTRATION ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second read-

ing of Bill 9, An Act respecting the Registra-

tion of Venture Investment Corporations.

Mr. Lawlor: We agree with this bill basi-

cally, but there are some elements; I just

wonder, for example, what the Treasurer

thinks of the efficacy of the bill. In other

words, how is this going to work?
This is fine. It will be financed by major

corporations. True, they can only have a very

minority interest in the operation of the in-

vestment corporation. As to the range of in-

vestment; first of all, it's held basically

domestically and we can't help but agree
with that.

The benefits conferred on small businesses

are thin. I think it would be generally con-

ceded to be fairly negligible in the province
of Ontario up until now. Even within this

kind of legislation, the amounts to be ad-

vanced are not great sums of money. They
probably are going to be controlled from

single sources, that is from whatever the

holdings may be. The major financial institu-

tions of the province will still have major
control in this particular regard. That's fine

as far as it goes. The point at issue is whether

many people can qualify to be so incorpor-
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ated and how in their operating lines they
exist at arm's length with their shareholders.

The eligible investment involved in this is

that 90 per cent or more of the assets are

situated in Ontario and 90 or more of wages
and salaries are paid in Ontario.

Another of the important features is that

the venture investment corporation must not

hold more than 40 per cent of the equity
shares of the small business. One of the bene-

ficial things in the legislation is that they
must give some preservation against personal

liability of the individual seeking to go for-

ward with the venture investment corpora-
tion. That gives them some status and

preservation over against personal liability.

In its general purport and tenor, and

having some very serious doubts as to what
the range of operation of this kind of cor-

poration will be, anything that will be a

contribution to the life of small businesses

in Ontario is welcome and acceptable. I trust

that the institution will flourish. I simply
have doubts as to the accessibility of most
small businesses to this particular way of

assistance. I wonder what the Treasurer

thinks as to its future viability and possibility.

What response has been anticipated with

respect to small business and the stimulation

of that area of enterprise in this province?

Mr. S. Smith: I want to say we welcome
the fact that there have been the necessary
changes in the federal law to allow the

Treasurer to proceed with the venture in-

vestment bill, although we are a little con-
cerned lest the bill become more of a tax

shelter for large corporations rather than a
real boon to small ones. However, we are

willing to proceed on the best advice that the

Treasurer has available to him and we are

willing to see how this works out.

Our concern, of course, is that small busi-

ness in Ontario needs to have a very special
set of circumstances created for itself so

that it can flourish and so that it can get
some of the breaks, in one way or another,
that are presently available to large industries.

I am just a little bit concerned about the

jungle that a small business person presently
has to go through to find sources of risk

capital. I hope that the Treasurer has given
some thought, and I suspect that he has, to

some way of simplifying for the small busi-

ness people the method by which they gain
access to venture funding.

Many's the time, and I'm sure the Treasurer
has himself tried to assist people in his own
riding, many's the time people have sought
ways to gain access to capital. By the time

they have finished with banks and with trust

companies and with acceptance corporations,

and have gone through the ODC and various

federal manoeuvres and tried to obtain

assistance from various programs, they have

pretty well had to give up because of the fact

that more of their time has been spent on
red tape than in doing business. That is not
an exaggeration and it's not meant humorously
at all.

I think, therefore, one of the things that

should be done is for the government to

give real thought, once the Act is set up and
various corporations occur, to setting up a

kind of clearing house situation. That is one

place where information can be given, where
one form can be made out and that form can
be used by the small business person in apply-
ing for venture capital, be it from the govern-
ment, from the ODC, from the federal

government, from financial institutions or

from venture investment corporations. A cen-
tral clearing house mechanism can assist one
business person in making out one form and
that will be the lot, rather than inundating
him in red tape. That's just meant as a con-

structive suggestion to the Treasurer, and I

trust he'll have a comment on that.

We are a little worried about how this

venture investment corporation Act will

work out, but we're certainly prepared to

give it a try and we welcome the fact that

after so many years it is finally before us and
that the necessary federal changes have been
made to allow us to proceed.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I want to speak
for a minute or two about this particular bill.

The aim of the bill is to provide a new
means of getting risk capital and managerial
assistance to small business. I do suspect that

the vehicle is flawed to the extent that it

may do far less good than the Treasurer and
the bill's proponents hoped. I think the

point has already been made that this looks

far more like a new game that the people on

Bay Street can play rather than something
which is going to be of meaningful assistance

to small businesses which are outside of the

immediate range of Bay Street.

The idea of the bill is to give these big
businesses tax privileges in order to en-

courage them to funnel money into small

business, specifically with a 250 per cent

writeoff against taxable income on any
money which they invest in a venture invest-

ment corporation. In practical terms, there-

fore, a $40,000 investment becomes a

$100,000 writeoff.

I would appreciate it if the minister can

give a figure on how much is saved in profits

taxed. As I would read it, it's about $15,000

in provincial tax which is saved if a company
is paying corporate tax at the full rate. I'm
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not clear whether there is some comparable
kind of benefit out of federal tax as well or

only a partial benefit. I would like to know
as well whether the provincial government is

pressing the federal government to take that

action. If it is, then there's the situation

where, in fact, money can be transferred out

of profits into a venture investment corpora-
tion with absolutely no commitment or no

loss to the corporation whatsoever. It's risk-

free, cost-free venture capital. I'm not sure

whether we should pass money from the

public Treasury into the risk capital business

holus-bolus like that, leaving all of the bene-

fits and all of the direction in the big busi-

ness sector.

However, I wait for further word on that

because I believe that what I have just said

is a bit hyperbolic. What is happening is that

the public, through the tax system of Ontario,

is effectively taking about 40 to 50 per cent

of the risk that such money will go down the

drain and that the venture investments will

turn out to be useless.

[9:00]

The one thing that the venture investment

corporations do not appear to be is a vehicle

for a group of investors to get together in

order to get a small business venture off the

ground. In other words, if Mr. Conway, Mr.

Roy, Ms. Gigantes and myself, for example,
wanted to establish a small business to go
into the political polling industry in eastern

Ontario and we wanted to pool our capital,

we could not take advantage of this particular
kind of a body. For that matter, the Chamber
of Commerce of Renfrew county couldn't

really get into this either if they decided to

pool their resources. For one thing, most of

them wouldn't have a corporate tax base
from which to draw. For another thing, the

requirement of arm's length involvement can

simply not be reached. For instance, if a

group of people in an area or a locality in

a region decide that they want to get to-

gether and help the region pull itself up
by its bootstraps by providing venture capital
for a number of worthy enterprises, the

chances that they will personally be involved
in some of these enterprises are simply too

great. Therefore, they will not be able to

benefit from the venture investment corpora-
tions.

The third thing is that the venture invest-

ment corporation can only be established if

it has outstanding capital worth $250,000 in

the first year, rising to $750,000 by the end
of the fourth years. Once again, Mr. Speaker,
I know that we are all somewhat at sea in

trying to define small business. Under certain

definitions, I understand that Timothy Eaton

Company Limited can be defined or con-

sidered as a small business because it is

owner-operated and doesn't have any public
shares. The fact that it's bigger than almost

any other Canadian-owned company is sort

of irrelevant.

We've tried doing such things as putting
an estimate on small businesses based on the

fact that it's owner-managed, or based on
the fact that it is limited to no more than a

certain number of employees, say in the range
of 100 to 200, or that it is not a subsidiary;

or if it is not owner-managed then it is con-

trolled by a very small group of entrepreneurs
who play a direct role in operating the busi-

ness.

For firms at the upper end of that size

range, which may have 100 employees, assets

of $1 million or more, or a turnover as high
as $5 million or $8 million a year, clearly

they stand to benefit from venture investment

corporations of the size which are proposed
in this particular bill. However, for a bunch
of people who want to get involved in the

business world, and who come knocking on
the door, they're going to find that the venture

investment corporation would simply turn

up its nose at them. If you want to start

a small machine shop with about half a

dozen employees to begin and a capital in-

vestment of about $75,000, a few lathes and

that kind of thing, you're just simply too

small. The amount of equity required is too

limited to really attract the attention of cor-

porations which are going to have to be work-

ing pretty damn fast in order to build their

assets or an outstanding capital of up to

$750,000 by the end of the fourth year.

I understand the requirement that the posi-

tion in small business should not be more
than 40 per cent of the equity shares in that

small business. That's the one protection

against big businesses taking complete con-

trol, although we all know that a 40 per cent

stake is tantamount to complete control in

many cases.

Quebec has taken a rather different ap-

proach and, I suspect, one that is more prom-
ising to the question of developing Canadian-

owned small enterprises. The Treasurer may
recall that we spoke about that. I spoke about

that in the budget reply in April with the

concern for small business which, I suppose,
hasn't been demonstrated by the NDP in the

past. We're beginning to understand some of

the reasons why, in a mixed economy, and

an economy which is largely foreign-dom-

inated, it is important to have indigenous
courses of capital and indigenous entrepre-

neurship. We're beginning to understand that

if you're going to have a mixed economy,
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which we accept, and you want some firms to

grow into big ones from which you can

drain certain amounts of tax dollars and

which will contribute jobs, ideas and that

kind of thing to the economy, you've got to

have a nursery and that nursery has to be

of small busnesses.

The fact is that this particular bill is com-

ing forward very much in isolation. Without

repeating a former speech that I have given,

we think there are a number of ways in

which the government can provide a more

encouraging climate for small businesses than

it does today. There are such things as a

Buy Canada policy, such things as requiring

that a certain proportion of government of

Ontario contracts be let out to the small

business sector and such things as Ontario's

directing public purchasing in the direction

of industry in this province rather than being

quite uncritical about having Ontario tax-

payers pay for goodls that come into our

public enterprises from anywhere in the

world.

In Quebec, Chambers of Commerce and
other regional bodies that group together
business people are being encouraged to set

up small business development banks or

small development funds. They are being

given tax incentives and that kind of en-

couragement from the new Quebec govern-
ment which has simply adopted or recycled

proposals which had formerly been launched

and developed by the Liberal government.
The idea is regionally based. In certain

circumstances, I gather that the guy who
sits on the board of directors and who hap-

pens to be setting up a machinery repair

depot or a small manufacturing outlet or

something like that will be entitled to bene-

fit from the funds. That may be more

realistic, as long as it is carefully watched,
than a situation in which there is an abso-

lute arm's length provision so that everybody
who provides the money will come from Bay
Street and nobody who is actually involved
in the small business field will be able to

be involved in the direction of these venture

investment corporations. It seems that the

Quebec idea has more of a co-operative

spirit about it than what is being proposed
here in Ontario and I certainly commend it

to the Treasurer for him to look at. I think

we should compare and perhaps combine
the approaches of the two provinces.

We have raised the question of small busi-

ness management problems. I don't think

that's adequately dealt with in this particular
bill. We do not feel that this bill should be

put forward in isolation without any accom-

panying industrial strategy or without other

techniques of self-help for small businessmen
in order to encourage them to participate
themselves in their own destiny and not

constantly to be having to wonder where the

devil the capital is going to be coming from.

Mr. Makarchuk: I just wonder if the min-
ister in his reply would be able to give a

definition of what he has or his department
has in mind in terms of what the definition

of a small business would be for the pur-

poses of this Act. I am thinking in terms of

number of employees, assets, and so on, that

it would be interesting to know this infor-

mation.

Ms. Bryden: I just had a few comments
I wanted to make. This proposal has rather

the flavour of a great many other proposals

put forward by the government as its method
of getting the economy stimulated or getting

some developments in our economy, and

some new job-creating activities. It seems to

be the rather stereotyped approach of the

government that it gives very large and gen-

erous tax concessions to large businesses,

which are the main ones that can qualify,

while the rest of us really pay for it because

we pay more taxes when they pay less taxes

if there is a given amount of money to be

raised. Then we leave it entirely to the

people who get these large tax concessions

to decide where the money will go, what

kinds of businesses will be assisted, whether

there will be any specific number of jobs

created or what kind of ventures will be

promoted.
I tliink this is much too much 19th cen-

tury laissez faire, which gets us into a posi-

tion where we are handing out large amounts

of tax money without knowing what we are

getting for our money. There doesn't appear
to be any plan in the ministry to monitor

the results of these tax concessions.

Of course, as we all know, we never get

reported to us the actual amounts of tax

concessions the way we get expenditures re-

ported. They just show up in reduced reve-

nue from one sector of the economy and in

increased taxes to the rest of us. I think

this is a rather stereotyped approach to

stimulating small business and new ventures.

I think we need a lot more besides that. We
are not going to oppose this bill because we
are willing to try and see how it works. But

we would like more monitoring of it.

Some of the other things that the minister

should be considering in order to get the

sort of innovative approach that you do get

from freeing up small businesses and letting

them get started, is management advice and

assistance, which a lot of them need and
can't afford.
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Regular assistance in getting bank credit

for inventories and for working capital at

reasonable interest rates is needed. The big-

ger the firm the lower the interest rate they
are usually able to get from the bank. Pos-

sibly guaranteed loans would help. The
United States government does some of this

for small business. We do have our devel-

opment corporations which do a certain

amount of loaning to small business, but al-

ways at a very high interest rate; and we
never have been able to find out the criteria

on which those loans are made to developing

corporations and how many jobs they ac-

tually have created.

We also need assistance in the way of

helping them with a reasonable rent, if they
are in industrial parks or shopping plazas.

Again, the larger the firm the lower the rent

seems to be. And of course the question of

uniform store hours comes up if you are

going to help free up free enterprise in this

province. You don't want free enterprise that

requires everybody to stay open 24 hours a

day because that's just counter-productive.
I think these are some of the things that

must be combined' with a bill of this sort, if

we really want to have an improvement in

our free enterprise economy. In fact, you
might even say that the NDP is the only

really free enterprise party in this House,
because we would 1'ike to free up industry
and have more competition and more op-

portunity for these small businesses to get

going, rather than giving so much to the

large businesses.

Mr. Eaton: Free enterprise, meaning that

you control?

Ms. Bryden: One other area that I would
like to suggest the minister look at is whether
there can't be some venture capital provided
for co-ops in various fields. A housing co-op
is a business venture which is providing a
service that is badly needed, but they do
have great difficulty before they can get their

CMHC mortgage.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It is non-profit.

Ms. Bryden: Other co-ops for groceries and
for small manufacturing also need that kind
of help.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They are non-profit.

Ms. Bryden: So that is another area that

might be worked into the act in some way,
to see whether something could be done for

the co-operative sector.

Hon, Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I really

have to have a little bit of thought; without

starting debate on either Sunday closing or

store hours or something else, I really don't

know how my friends back there-

Mr. Cassidy: You better look back there,

those are the only friends you've got.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: How do you free

up free enterprise by having uniform store

hours? That has got to be the greatest dicho-

tomy that I've heard in a long time. With-

out being on one side of that issue or an-

other—

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Well, do you really have

one?

Mr. Cassidy: I would like to know
whether store hours are within the principle
of this bill.

Mr. Speaker: I haven't heard of it.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Of course, if you
had been listening, you would know that

was a point raised by your colleague from
Beaches-Woodbine. Obviously she's running
for the leadership too, so you don't pay any
attention to her and she isn't paying any
attention to you.

Mr. Conway: And the question is, Darcy,
what leadership are you looking for?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Just getting my bill

through, calmly and quietly, and being help-
ful.

[9:15]

Mr. Conway: I have said you are the

replacement for Clark.

Mr. Cassidy: You have tasted the royal

jelly and—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes. Now, speaking
to the principle of this bill, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Meanwhile, back at the bill,

right.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would, of course,

endorse what I think the Leader of the

Opposition said about that. We are grateful

that the Minister of Finance, with some urg-

ing or some assist, indicated that they would
not disallow what we might do in this type
of legislation, having introduced it I guess
as a zero zero bill first, and then as a bill

which died at first reading, then as a bill

which was introduced in April and is now
back here really for the fourth time. It goes
back really to a concept which was intro-

duced by my predecessor in 1974—1 think

that would be correct—when he first talked

about ft.

Just two or three comments. I would agree
with the member for Beaches-Woodbine that

the management advice is as important as

the money in the starting of a small business

and that is part of the principle behind this
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bill. Let me say very quickly that we don't

look at this as a complete panacea. It is part

of a package, part of a program. It is a place

to tap for venture capital. Some of the larger

firms are interested in getting involved in

the venture capital business. This is a way
to facilitate their entry. It's a tap which we
think this bill will turn on and allow them

to do some investing in small business and

in the venture area.

There are other taps. This isn't going to

solve all the problems of encouraging small,

venturesome entrepreneurs in our society,

but it is probably one of them. I would

point out that large firms not only supply

the money but can supply the management

expertise, some of the advice, without going

to consultants which the small business and

the new businessman so often very desper-

ately needs.

Let me answer some of the questions.

The questions from the member for Lake-

shore as to the control: The VIC can't hold

more than 40 per cent of the shares of the

small business. The test of that 40 per cent

includes the VIC and all its subsidiaries and
associates. Provision is made for decontrol

once it ceases to be a small business. This

is a way to get people into business, and

there are provisions to get the investor, the

large business, out as quickly as they be-

come a success. If they're not a success then

of course I suppose they go out of business

on their own and go down as a bad in-

vestment on the part of the large corporation
which is putting up part of the money, and

certainly in many cases probably will be

putting up the expertise.

To date in all this discussion we have
had a good response both from a number
of large businesses, from the investment

community, from the venture capital people
and from small businesses. What the re-

sults will be I'm not prepared to indicate,

or give any kind of an estimate. We'll put
a limit on it at some point. We obviously
don't want to have it cost too much in terms

of corporate taxes. I'm not going to put a

figure on it at this moment. Perhaps we will

when we see, probably by this fall, some
indication of how much money might be

registered and under way in the first year.

Section 18 provides the protection against
the VIC being used solely for a tax avoid-

ance. We believe that the requirement that

a VIC should have 80 per cent of its assets

in eligible small business will force the VICs
to go out and hunt for small businessmen.

We think there's a real pressure on them to

look. If that's really not why they're in the

business, we think that there is pressure

within the bill for them to go out and look

for risk-taking investments if the risk-taking

investments don't come to them, which is

what I really think will happen.
The Quebec venture corporations have

more of a field, really, because Quebec can

work through the personal income tax sys-

tem which they control in that province as

well. That makes a provincial personal
income tax system more attractive in this

province, but I am not advocating it tonight
at any rate.

Finally, the member for Brantford asked

what the definition of a small business would
be. This will be dealt with in regulation, and
we are developing a regulation for this

fall. This is a memorandum on that subject,

on the definition. The bill defines a small

business as a corporation which meets the

asset, number of employee and profit tests

prescribed by the regulation.

Members will want to know why such an

important definition has been left to the

regulations and they will probably press, and

properly so, for some idea of the levels at

which the parameters will be set by the

regulations. We haven't defined this be-

cause originally we thought we were going
to use the federal definition. We have de-

cided the federal definition isn't that appro-

priate and we are developing our own.

We would be glad—not necessarily to-

night—to have any ideas. We will be put-

ting that regulation in a draft form and it

can be changed to make sure that we are

hitting the group we want to hit. The asset,

number of employee and profit levels will be

prescribed in the regulations for the pur-

poses of flexibility.

A universal definition does not exist. Every

government program and every interest

group have developed different definitions.

I can give members some examples of that.

It's quite likely for these purposes, legisla-

tion having been in effect for a period, the

size criteria will probably have to be ad-

justed. The size can be broadened, if an in-

sufficient number of prospects are being

found, or the definition may be narrowed

if investments in eligible small businesses

prove to be replacing conventional fiancing.

We haven't defined this as yet. We will

be ready in the fall. We have been using
section 125 of The Income Tax Act, that

definition of small business, and we have

been going on that basis, on the basis that

the federal government might have parallel

legislation. They've now indicated they

won't, but they're not going to hinder our

legislation. They having taken themselves
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out of the field, after having got into the

field tentatively a year ago, we wanted to

adopt their definition. Therefore, we are

really back at square one looking for our

own, and I hope we will have that this

fall.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

ROYAL ASSENT

Mr. Speaker: Just before we proceed with

the business of the evening, I beg to inform

the House that in the name of Her Majesty
the Queen the Honourable the Lieutenant

Governor has been pleased to assent to a

certain bill in her chambers.

Clerk of the House: The following is the

title of the bill to which Her Honour has

assented:

Bill 1, An Act to amend The Unified

Family Court Act, 1976.

TOBACCO TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second read-

ing of Bill 10, An Act to amend The To-
bacco Tax Act.

Mr. S. Smith: During the course of the
recent election campaign, I had the privilege
of going before the people of Ontario and
proposing to them a rather drastic remedy-

Mr. Cassidy: Bizarre actually.

Mr. Roy: You are the only one who is

bizarre around here.

Mr. S. Smith: -to the difficulties that faced
the province from an economic point of view.
We diagnosed that the reason—at least one
of the reasons—we now suffer from a com-
bination of unemployment and inflation is

that the private sector has been having more
and more difficulty, particularly with regard
to its competitive position, but general diffi-

culty in competing with the public sector for
the share of the dollar that is in each person's
pocket. The heavy demands made by the
public sector in recent years are partially to
blame for the difficulty suffered in the com-
petitive enterprise system we all believe in.

In prescribing a remedy for this problem
we recommended that the revenues of the

province, while they could grow for reasons
of general economic upturn, should not be
permitted to grow by increasing the rate of

tax; and that some measure needed to be
adopted whereby the share of the taxpayer's
dollar that went to government in this prov-
ince had to be kept constant and prevented
from growing any larger than it already has.
We chose, therefore, to put this in the most

graphic and most vivid terms that we could,

to put it in what has been called simple
terms. I think that sometimes simple truths

are the best truths. Sometimes cliches, and
so on, have as their greatest virtue the fact

that they are true. In any event, they are

very understandable.

We felt, therefore, that our proposition was
one which was simple and straightforward.
We said to the people of Ontario that were
we in government we would keep every tax

increase and every rate increase, with the

exception of those involving energy and

energy conservation, every fee increase of

government—and we included, as you know,

property taxes—under the same guidelines as

the Anti-Inflation Board applies to wages.
There are reasons to believe that is per-

haps an unduly rigid and perhaps to some
extent a restrictive way of approaching taxa-

tion policy. We recognize the virtue of flexi-

bility, but we feel that flexibility at a time

like this, when so many Ontarians are un-

employed, when our economy is in such grave

difficulty, is something we are willing to give

up in the interest of simplicity, in the interest

of putting before the people a definite promise
that they could easily monitor without having
to be economists, without having to delve

into the Treasury, without having to look into

in great detail the way in which the govern-
ment spends money.
We put something before the people that

every citizen could understand, so that every
citizen who was asked to live within a limi-

tation on his income could appreciate that

the government was going to apply to itself

the same kinds of restrictions and difficulties

which ordinary people were asked to live

with.

Mr. McClellan: Tell us about your social

service cutbacks.

Mr. S. Smith: Consequently, The Tobacco
Tax Act which is presently before us, recom-

mends an increase in the tax vastly in excess

of eight per cent. In fact I believe it is

closer to 35 per cent. That rate of increase,

under the undertaking we made to the people
of Ontario, is excessive.

We feel, although we have no particular

reason to oppose some increase in the tobacco

tax, that the increase should stay within eight

per cent. This is the guideline understood by
the people of Ontario to apply to their own

salaries, this is the guideline used with regard

to the rent review procedure, this is the

guideline we believe should apply wherever

possible to prices; and this is the guideline

we believe the government should adopt for

itself.

We appreciate there are those who would

prefer a more flexible policy of taxation. In
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ordinary times we ourselves would prefer a

more flexible policy of taxation; but these are

not ordinary times, these are exceptional
times. We need to be clear, we need to be

definite. We, therefore, cannot support an

increase in the tobacco tax which is in excess

of eight per cent; and in this instance vastly

in excess.

We would be prepared to vote for an

eight per cent increase if the government
saw fit to bring one in. But because of the

suport they are receiving from the third party,

we doubt that they will bother to bring in a

bill with a lower tax rate. Consequently we
will simply vote against the bill as presented
to us and we will do so for the reasons I have

just explained. Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker.

[9:30]

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I waited with

interest to see whether the Leader of the

Opposition was planning to divide the House
on his principle which he has introduced into

Ontario political life.

Mr. Roy: He has got more guts than you
guys have.

Mr. Cassidy: I must say that he comes up
with a principle which, the way he puts it,

sounds like a new tablet of stone containing
the Ten Commandments for Ontario and then

he applies it to the cigarette tax-

Mr. Reid: Ever hear of the Regina mani-
festo?

Mr. Cassidy: I don't know, did the member
say charter, I think that's what's in vogue
right now.
At any rate it's interesting that he should

apply it to the tobacco tax of all things.

Mr. Laughren: Not income tax.

Mr. Cassidy: And it's interesting as well
that in the course of the entire speech, Mr.

Speaker, the Liberal leader once again has

failed to say where the revenue would come
from that he's forgoing because of this ridi-

culous principle which is introduced in On-
tario life.

Mr. Laughren: Right on, typical.

Mr. Cassidy: The part of the principle
about tax increases which do occur from time
to time is that you hit different things at dif-

ferent times. One year it may be appropriate
to raise income tax. Another year it may be

appropriate to lower income tax and raise

some other tax.

The tobacco tax tends to go up every two
or three years. We've never been particularly
worried about it, and in fact as an ex-smoker
I must say that it's probably going up by too

little rather than by too much. The Liberal

leader was not cognizant of that.

Mr. Reed: How the righteous rule.

Mr. Cassidy: What we need to know is this.

The former tax was 15 cents a package of

cigarettes. It's going up by five cents a pack,
or $58 million. If you cut that increase down
to 1.2 cents, or eight per cent as advocated

by the Liberal leader, you forgo three quarters
of that $58 million or approximately $44 mil-

lion, and I'd like to know where that money
is going to come from, because I think the

people of Ontario have got the right to know,
if there is going to be a responsible opposi-
tion in this House, where taxes forgone are

going to be raised.

Mr. Reed: You want to live off the avails

of sin.

Mr. Cassidy: It is not good enough for the

Liberal leader to say, "Oh, we'll take it out

of the fat," because they've never told us

what the fat is. The member for Rainy River

and before him the House leader for the

Liberal Party (Mr. Breithaupt) were chair-

men of the public accounts committee of this

Legislature for many years. They clearly had

very great opportunities—opportunities un-

paralleled by any other private member in

the House—to know whether there was fat

and if so what it was and if so—

Mr. Roy: They did cut out a lot. They did

an excellent job.

Mr. Cassidy: When you listen to the cata-

logue of spending cuts though, it's Minaki

Lodge, superministers—and then they stop.

That's $5 million or $6 million and you can't

spend $5 million or $6 million again and

again.

Mr. Reid: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: I am really concerned-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. The
hon. member for Rainy River is rising on a

point of order.

Mr. Reid: I'd like to point out that there

were some NDP members on the public ac-

counts committee while I was chairman, but

their contribution was very small.

Mr. Laughren: Not chairing it. You chaired

the committee.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The Speaker's assess-

ment is that that is not a valid point of

order.

Mr. Reid: It's a good point though.

Mrs. Campbell: It's a point of view any-

way.

Mr. Cassidy: Of course, I was a member
of that committee.
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The fact is, as the Treasurer will tell us
from time to time, that it ain't easy. As an
observer of politics at the federal level and
then as a participant at this level I would
agree with him, it isn't easy. There are al-

ways demands. There are areas of public
spending that are very difficult to bring
under control and certainly to roll back.
But the Liberal Party does not recognize
those kinds of problems and it simply
says, "We don't know where the money is

going to come from, but take it out of the
fat."

It is certainly worth noting that during
the course of all this budgetary discussion
that we've been having on the tobacco tax

and other taxes as well, the New Democratic
Party has very specifically said what we
would do and where we would get the

money to pay for it. The Liberal Party has
never said where the money would come
from to pay for their tax cuts, to pay for

their forgone taxes and to pay for their

various programs.

Mr. Roy: You've become nasty since you
quit smoking, Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: During the course of the
election campaign they spend billions of dol-

lars, but unfortunately were never brought
to task by the media for what that money
was all about.

Mr. Roy: You are just annoyed because
you are no longer the opposition.

Mr. Cassidy: During the course of the in-

tervention by the Liberal budget critic they
talked about billions of dollars in tax cuts,
but never said where the money was going
to come from. You know there is always a

starting point and I think tonight is a start-

ing point. Perhaps the member for Ottawa
East, who is so agitated right now, would
like to speak up.

Mr. B. Newman: You got him, Al.

Mr. Cassidy: Perhaps the member for Ren-
frew North (Mr. Conway), who is always so

agitated, would like to speak up and say
exactly where that $44 million is going to
come from.

If they say that the tax on cigarettes
should only go up by 1.2 cents rather than
a nickel a pack, that's okay. It's a legitimate
point of view. They should say, though,
where else the money is going to come
from. I would hope as well that for the
first time we might hear from some of the
new members of the Conservative caucus
and that they might bring the new opposi-
tion to—what's the word; to heel, to account?
To account.

Mr. Eaton: Kick them around a bit, you
mean.

Mr. Cassidy: In order to get them to say

exactly what it is they intend to do. I don't

want to do the government's work for them.
You've got a bit of work to do as well.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The government doesn't

want you to do it for them either.

Mr. Cassidy: Because this is the most
ridiculous bunch we've ever seen in Ontario,
it really is.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps we could get back to the principle of

the bill.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, in spite of what
he said, I still support him for leader.

Mr. Conway: Only if he tells us about
nationalization.

Mr. Cassidy: Good God, that's the mem-
ber for Renfrew North. He's got a one-track

mind.

Mr. Conway: I will tell you about the tax

cut if you tell us about nationalization.

Mr. Cassidy: One thing we'll never na-

tionalize is the member for Renfrew North.

Mr, Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member for Renfrew North
will not interject and cause any discussion

irrelevant to the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

hope you pass those words of advice on to

the Deputy Speaker because he doesn't ap-
pear to have quite grasped the principle, in

particular with reference to the member for

Renfrew North.

Mr. Speaker, I've said it before, I'll say it

again, and I am concerned about this: It's

obvious that people pay the cigarette tax. It

isn't paid by corporations, it isn't paid by
invisible people up there; it's paid by real

people who've got to pay an extra nickel

starting midnight a couple of nights ago
when they go to the supermarket or to the
tobacconist for their cigarettes. It's an extra

expenditure that's going to come out of

people's pockets. When you add up all of the

increases, such as tobacco tax, vehicle regis-
tration fees and environmental tax, most of
the tax increases in this particular budget are

being paid for by individuals.

Mr. Roy: Well; I didn't realize that was
so, Mike. You are coming along.

Mr. Cassidy: The tax cuts are generally
going to business. An $84 million cut in the

corporate income tax. The government esti-

mates that the concessions on succession duty
and gift tax are worth $8 million. Clearly,
that doesn't benefit the ordinary guy because
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he doesn't pay succession duty and never

will be in that particular position. The cuts

ia corporate income tax and dividends

amount to another $75 million, again for

very wealthy people. You're taking money
from ordinary people; you're putting it into

the pockets of corporations and of very

wealthy people. I'm disturbed by that direc-

tion in fiscal policy which is represented in.

the tobacco tax increases which we have

today.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, and I said this during
the budget debate, we of course, will support
this particular tax. The fact that it's up by a

nickel or by more than eight per cent or

whatever isn't particularly relevant. In fact,

I believe that the tax raises the price of a

package of cigarettes by somewhere around
four per cent or so. In other words, rela-

tively speaking, the price of cigarettes has

been rising by much less than the consumer

price index generally. In other words, if you
will, the government is conspiring in en-

couraging people to addict themselves further

to the poison of nicotine and tobacco-

Mr. Roy: Here we go.

Mr. Cassidy: —in order to try and get
around all of the problems they're having
with their finances because of the inflation,

the difficult economic situation and the unem-

ployment which has been contributed to by
the Treasurer.

Mr. Ruston: Better talk to some of the

members there, Mike.

Hon. W. Newman: What kind of poison
have you had?

Mr. Cassidy: For public health reasons, if

for no other reasons, it seems to me that the

government should seriously consider whe-
ther or not Ontario could not increase the

tobacco tax by more than the nickel a pack
which is being advocated right now.

Mr. Roy: He only says that since he quit

smoking.

Mr. Cassidy: I seem to recall that the fig-

ures we had from the then Minister of Health

(Mr. F. S. Miller) indicated that here in

Ontario, through the Ontario Health Insur-

ance Program and other government expen-
ditures, we spend far more in government
money, in public people's money, in tax-

payer's money, to cure tobacco-related dis-

eases and to support people who are dis-

abled because of tobacco-related disease

than we collect in the tobacco tax.

Mr. Laughren: The Minister of Health

(Mr. Timbrell) admits it.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right. The Minister of

Health admits it. In other words, this is like

The Crown Timber Act. We get less in

stumpage than it costs us to reforest the

trees, and we don't reforest enough of the

trees either. Well we get less in tobacco tax

than it costs to look aften the victims.

A tax which people keep looking at as a

luxury tax, as a discretionary tax since you
don't have to pay it, as as a means of soften-

ing the blow of other taxes on the ordinary
taxpayers, is in fact not that at all. It's a tax

paid by smokers in order to pay for the dis-

abilities that smokers tend to suffer because
tobacco is such a poisonous weed. I would
like to suggest that this tobacco tax could

quite well be increased.

Hon. W. Newman: The tobacco growers
will love you.

Mr. Cassidy: That may be.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: I understand that you have a

compendium of my sayings, is that right?

Hon. W. Newman: You probably grow it

in your back lot.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: You know, the Conservative

Party takes everything out of context. They
really do. Bill Davis was really misleading
when he ran around to ridings such as yours
and talked about succession duties-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: —because the Conservative

Party supported and supports the exemptions
of succession duties for farmers. They always
have and always will.

Hon. W. Newman: He didn't have to come
to my riding.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps
the hon. Minister of Agriculture and Food
would not interject so that we could continue

with the debate.

Hon. W. Newman: Are you against that? I

opened my mouth once.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, what is needed,

however, is more than just a tax increase. It

seems to me that what we need is a general

approach on the part of the government as

a whole—we're not seeing that, of course—in

order to encourage smokers to quit; in order

to encourage young people not to take up
the habit; in order to provide non-smoking
clinics in order to give people a way out of

a habit which most smokers, and I speak as

a former smoker, deplore and wish to heck

they could get rid of. I can't speak for cigar

smokers. It may be that they feel content,

particularly if they're Tories, with that par-
ticular noxious habit.

Mr. Conway: Leave Stephen out of this.
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Mr. Cassidy: It's interesting after what the

Minister of Agriculture and Food said that

most of the ministers in the government do
not smoke cigarettes, they smoke cigars; and
I'll bet they're probably imported from Cuba.
Mr. Speaker, we'll support the bill.

Mr. Conway: Castro is a socialist.

Mr. Roy: I think he's mad at the world.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Halton-Burlington.

Mr. Reed: Mr. Speaker, I'm always amused
at the self-righteousness of an ex-smoker.

Mr. Cassidy: Don't tell us about your
hangups.

Mr. Reed: I've got some habits too; and
I'm an ex-smoker as well, I might add.

Mr. Cassidy: That's okay.

Mr. Eaton: You are putting it on in weight,
Julian, among other things.

Mr. Reed: It always seems that we assuage
our sense of guilt about these sinful weeds
and the demon rum by cracking a tax on it,

we'll make the smoker pay. It is, as if some-
how or other, in increasing these taxes along
with these "sinful luxuries" we assuage our
sense of guilt.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you defending the ridicu-
lous position of your leader?

Mr. Reed: I wonder if the member for
Ottawa Centre ever wondered, or considered
the fact, in the same context that he raised it,

that the government may be living off the
avails in this particular case.

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, Julian, we wouldn't
do that.

Mr. Reed: I wonder whether or not the

government, quietly, when it is putting ex-
cessive taxes on tobacco and alcohol and so
forth, if that amount of revenue is so very
important if it is not really living off the
avails of sin.

I don't want to belabour this debate, Mr.
Speaker, but I think it's a pretty well known
fact, in spite of the words of the member for
Ottawa Centre, that price increases, particu-
larly in items that are habitually consumed by
individuals, whether it be gasoline, electricity,
tobacco or whatever, really do not assist in
the reduction of consumption over the long
run. You can argue it from the righteous
point of view as long as you want, but you
can never convince anyone that increases in

price will assist in conservation or a reduction
in smoking.
We go through these debates all the time.

We went through them in a select committee,
and every conclusion shows that the increase
goes on. There is some reduction in con-

sumption temporarily and then, once people
get used to the idea, up goes the consump-
tion again.

Mr. Cassidy: That is why it should be part
of an overall program.

[9:45]

Mr. Reed: So I would simply say that the

position taken so eloquently by my leader a

few minutes ago simply indicates a rational

approach to taxation in general and we are

not going to single out the smoker and sug-

gest, as you have suggested, that it makes us

all more righteous to sock the tax to him.

Mr. Cassidy: Who is going to pay the $44
million?

Mr. Reed: Everybody.
Mr. Cassidy: How? Which tax?

Mr. Reed: Okay.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member for Halton-Burling-
ton can continue without interruption.

Mr. Reed: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. I would just like to say in con-

clusion that the approach the Liberal Party
is taking on this issue is simply reasonable

and rational and right.

Ms. Bryden: I would gather that the

member for Halton-Burlington was going
to increase the income tax or some other tax.

You know it's an old principle of taxation

that you should have a variety of taxes in

your basket if you want to get revenue, be-
cause what people escape in one area they
will pay in another; but if you want to put
it all on the income tax, you are certainly
not going to be able to keep within your
eight per cent increase there either.

On the tobacco tax, Mr. Speaker, I think

the one thing on which I would like some
comment from the ministry is why we ap-

peared to have such a lack of communica-

tion, when the tax was imposed and then

when it came off again, between the minis-

try and the public, and the ininistry and the

retailers, and the ministry and the whole-
salers. There was certainly great confusion

at that time. A lot of people paid tax, as

customers to retailers, when they didn't have
to pay; but they weren't sure whether the

tax had been suspended or not. The minis-

try didn't seem to be clear that what hap-
pened to a budget when an election was
called before the budget was passed, and
the wholesalers had already paid tax on a

good deal of their inventory and so they
were collecting from the retailers even after

the tax was no longer in effect, and the re-

tailers were collecting from the customers
after the tax was no longer in effect. I think
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this sort of confusion should have been

cleared up very quickly by not only state-

ments to the public from the ministry but

also by immediate telegrams to the people
concerned so they would know exactly

where they stood.

There is now a bulletin out from the

ministry telling the retailers and the whole-

salers how they can recover what they over-

paid or pay what they didn't pay, but it's the

most complicated mess you ever saw. I think

it illustrates the ineptitude of the Ministry

of Revenue which has also got quite a re-

cord for ineptitude in administration on its

home buyer grants and a few other things.

This tobacco tax fiasco was a prime example
of how not to run tax collection machinery.

As far as whether we should tax tobacco

or not is concerned, I feel that it is a serious

health problem, and we do have to be

spending some money on trying to correct

this problem. We don't just want to have

to pick up the pieces afterwards from lung

cancer and so on. We need educational pro-

grams to convince young people particu-

larly not to start smoking. I don't think

nearly enough money is being spent on that

by the government, and I don't think they

are taking that seriously, and I would like

to see all cigarette advertising banned.

Mr. Hennessy: The opposition has men-

tioned that we go by the guidelines. That

is a very good suggestion but how are they

going to get the $44 million that we will be

out?

Mr. S. Smith: Where did the Treasurer

find $133 million overnight?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Hennessy: Perhaps they can hold a

tag day for the Liberal Party. It may help.
I think that they have a just cause.

Mr. Conway: Liquor tax.

Mr. Hennessy: Well it's a possibility.

Those guys all use the stuff and perhaps they
could help us.

Mr. Conway: Mickey, you know the Irish

don't drink.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Hennessy: The member never buys

anyway. I think that the government has to

raise money from some sources. I smoke

cigars, not the Cuban brands, the cheap
kind, the White Owls. But in all due res-

pect I support the government's stand. If

anybody wants to hold a tag day, we can all

get together and raise the $44 million.

Mr. Laughren: Ugandan cigars.

Mr. Makarchuk: We invested $3 million in

getting you there.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Hennessy: I favour the government
stand in this.

Mr. Makarchuk: I have just a few notes to

the minister and the party in power right

now. The next time they bring down a

measure that imposes a tax and then dissolve

the House and the measure becomes in-

effective, for God's sake, let them send out

some instructions to the people out there

who have to cope with that problem after-

wards.

I was inundated! after the election was
called with various retailers and wholesalers

in the community wondering just what the

heck was going on and. just exactly what

they were supposed to do with the money
that in some cases had been paid out and in

other cases had not been paid out. There
were other cases where the retailer demanded
the money, the customer refused to pay the

money and there was mass confusion. In the

future, perhaps as a word of caution, when
the government intends to call an election, for

God's sake let it not bring in these silly taxes

ahead of time. Let it wait until it gets its

election through and bring them in as it is

doing right now.

Mr. G. I. Miller: It gives me pleasure to

rise and speak on this tax. I think a lot of

people in this House don't realize that this

is an agricultural product produced here and

stimulating the economy of a great area of

southern Ontario.

Mr. Roy: Represented by a very good mem-
ber, if I may say so.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Thank you, sir. I am
proud to represent the riding of Haldimand-

Norfolk. Norfolk county does produce much
tobacco. I think the neighbouring counties of

our good Treasurer of Ontario also produce a

good amount of tobacco. If it stimulates the

economy in that area—and we were talking

about assisting business in the last billl—we
are discouraging this particular business by

taxing it to the extent that it is being taxed.

Cigarette tax is going up something like

35.9 per cent. For cigars and other types

of tobacco, the tax is being increased 100

per cent. I would like to point out the fact

that the tobacco industry was operating last

year at 46 per cent of its capacity. This

year it has been fortunate enough to raise

it to 50 per cent of its capacity. In order to

stimulate the market, we shouldn't tax it out

of existence I don't feel that land is needed

for agricultural purposes at this particular

point in time, because corn is at $2 a bushel.

If they are not producing tobacco, they are

going to be producing corn and taking the
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market away from something else. We ought
to take a realistic look at it. We should be

encouraging production, rather than discour-

aging it. Somebody pointed out that you can

afford a cigar. I can well recall when a

White Owl cigar and a Marguerite were
worth 10 cents; today they are worth 25

cents. Since the tax came on they are worth

$1.75 for a package of five. The average

person can't afford it. If you see anybody
smoking a big cigar, he must have money.

I would like to point out a couple more
facts too. The tobacco industry last year pro-

duced a $175 million crop at $1 per pound.
The tobacco tax amounted to $152 million.

This year the tax derived from tobacco will

be $210 million. That is more than the

revenue returned from the tobacco itself.

Mr. Lewis: You are against mercury, but

not the effects of tobacco.

Mr. S. Smith: We are opposed to smoking

mercury as well.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Smoking has been going
on since time began.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Will

the hon. members extend the courtesy to

the hon. member to complete his debate.

Mr. G. I. Miller: I think that smoking will

probably go on for generations. As much
as you would) like to see it stop, it may never

stop.

Mr. Cassidy: Do you think the schools

should start teaching against tobacco?

Mr. Lewis: I smoke too.

Mr. G. I. Miller: I think there should be

health protection and I think we are taking

precautions by putting on filters and this type
of thing. It is a protection for health. I think

all these packages indicate that precautions
should be taken.

But again, it does stimulate our economy;
it does stimulate it. It provides a tremendous
amount of employment for the areas where it

is grown. There is a lot of hard work, there

is a lot of investment. There is not only the

tax that it generates into the economy-
Mr. Gassidy: This is unbelievable.

Mr. G. I. Miller: —the tobacco itself, the

tax from the product is used, there is the

sales tax and all the other taxes connected
with the tobacco industry. I think it should

deserve some recognition and I would expect
the-

Mr. Eaton: Circulate the member for Otta-

wa Centre's statement about tobacco.

Mr. G. I. Miller: —Treasurer of Ontario to

take these into consideration rather than tax

it out of existence. They should perhaps be

stimulating the export market by providing
a portion of that tax to get the tobacco crop

rolling at its fullest capacity.
I would also like to point out that during

the election campaign there was much talk

about the tobacco tax that was put on before

the election was called and the money that

was paid out and couldn't be refunded or

retrieved. It caused a great stir and I think

it was unfortunate that the Minister of

Revenue couldn't have seen fit to return that

money until the legislation was rightfully in

place. I would hope maybe that consideration

still could be given to that aspect. I'd like

to say that I do support my leader's com-
ments on the fact-

Mr. Cassidy: You don't even understand it.

Mr. G. I. Miller: —that we should tax

according to the percentage, the AIB guide-
lines.

It gives me great pleasure to speak on
behalf of the tobacco farmers who contribute

so much to the—

Mr. Cassidy: It sure shortens our life ex-

pectancies.

Mr. G. I. Miller: —Ontario economy and I

think we should take a realistic look at the

tax that's being put on at this time.

Mr. Eaton: I'd just like to say a word on

this tax and particularly on the principle put
forth by the Leader of the Opposition in

regard to the eight per cent control.

Mr. Roy: Are you for the tax?

Mr. Eaton: In fact, he referred to the eight

per cent control on municipal taxes as well.

And I well remember—

Mr. Reed: Are you opposed to the AIB?

Mr. Eaton: —I well remember a bill intro-

duced in this House, a private member's bill

introduced by myself, for an eight per cent

control on municipal taxes and how the oppo-
sition over there scoffed. And you know-

Interjections.

Mr. Conway: But you told us you were

going to be Minister of Agriculture too.

Mr. Eaton: —I introduced that to draw

attention to the fact that rent controls were

being put on at the tune-

Mr. Roy: You made too many promises,

Bob.

Mr. Eaton: —but the controls weren't on

municipal taxes. I knew it couldn't go

through. It was to draw attention to some-

thing.

Mr. Conway: You said you were going to

be Minister of Agriculture too.
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Mr. Eaton: But to see that party come
forth with that kind of a policy is absolutely

astounding.

Mr. S. Smith: Good.

Mr. Conway: I'm going to smoke the

charter; I'm going to get high on the charter.

Mr. Cassidy: You're getting high, all right.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Renfrew North will kindly

refrain from interjecting.

An hon. member: And get in your own
seat.

Mr. Eaton: You know, to see our munici-

palities facing, say, a winter where they've

already spent their eight per cent-

Mr. Cassidy: Did he say he was filibuster-

ing or something?

Mr. Eaton: To see a situation where the

municipalities had already spent their eight

per cent control, the increase that the Liberal

leader would so generously give them, and
then find that they haven't any money left

to spend and still have the roads to plough.
Your member for Huron-Bruce said, "Oh,

they'd exempt my county. They'd exempt
mine"—even he doesn't agree with it.

Mr. Gaunt: We get a heavy snowfall.

Mr. Eaton: I just wanted to point out the

ridiculousness, the complete ridiculousness-

Mr. Gaunt: We get a heavy snowfall up
in Huron.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Halton-Burlington has a

point of order.

Mr. Reed: The member is beyond the

terms of this bill.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oh, nonsense.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Middlesex will continue.

Mr. Roy: Are you for it or against it?

Mr. Eaton: I just would like to point out
how ridiculous that kind of a fixed control is,

whether it's on the tobacco tax or on the

municipalities—particularly the municipalities.
You know, they talk about local autonomy
and then the Liberal leader says he would
control them to eight per cent increases-

Mr. Reed: What have the municipalities to

do with this bill?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will return to the principle of

the bill.

Mr. Eaton: —whether it's on the tobacco
tax or on many of the other things he would
place the eight per cent control on—

Mr. S. Smith: Come to Hamilton and tell

my voters that they should pay more than

eight per cent on their property tax.

Mr. Eaton: —I think his proposal is com-

pletely and utterly ridiculous.

[10:00]

Mr. Laughren: I thought the member for

Ottawa Centre explained very clearly why
it is that we in this party are supporting the

bill to increase the tobacco tax. But I think

a couple of points need to be made. One,
the position of the Liberal Party is simply

unbelievable, given the position of their fed-

eral counterparts on the price of oil going

up at the rate at which it is.

Mr. Reid: Too bad you haven't got a fed-

eral counterpart.

Mr. Laughren: I assume they are support-

ing the position of their federal Liberal

brothers and sisters in Ottawa. Secondly, I

assume as well they will divide the House
oh this bill, seeing they feel so strongly

about it.

Thirdly, the point that has been made
several times, it is surely irresponsible

to talk about reducing a tax in the province

of Ontario without explaining what services

to the people of Ontario they are going to

reduce to a corresponding amount of money.

Mr. Roy: We don't want to reduce it, we
are just opposing it.

Mr. Laughren: I am waiting to hear the

Liberal Party position on all the services to

the people of Ontario they are going to

reduce, services which the people of Ontario

have indicated they want, because of their

reduction in the kind of revenues we are

talking about. It will be very interesting to

hear because some day the day of reckoning
will arrive and they are going to have to

explain it.

Mr. S. Smith: You guys want more spend-

ing and more socialism.

Mr. Laughren: The leader of the Liberal

Party has his head in the clouds right now
but some day that is all going to end.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. Laughren: The day of reckoning will

be here and he is going to have to answer

for the irresponsible policies of his party.

That day is coming and it is coming a lot

faster than he seems to realize it is.

Mr. S. Smith: And some day you think

you will be back in these seats.

Mr. Laughren: When we talk about the

tobacco tax, which I am attempting to do
if I can ignore the interjections, there is a

very serious problem that we run into in
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this party when we attempt to debate an

issue as serious as this with the Conserva-

tives or with the Liberals. That is the diver-

sion they always bring in; that is fine and

we agree with you in principle, but what

about the jobs? Whether we are talking

about northwestern Ontario development,
whether we are talking about mercury in

the river system, whether we are talking

about the tobacco tax or whether we are

talking about cans, there is always the issue

that they bring in that the New Democrats

are only concerned about what is right and

not what is pragmatic.

Mr. Roy: No, excepting cans.

Mr. Laughren: I would say to you, Mr.

Speaker, that in this party we have con-

sistently maintained, if I can quote my
leader, and I am sure he will correct me
if I misquote him, that politics is the art

of the possible.

Mr. S. Smith: What did Dennis McDer-
mott say?

Mr. Laughren: We understand that very

clearly. It is simply not fair to talk about

a tobacco tax and the dangers of tobacco

to health without recognizing the fact that

the taxes we collect do not pay for the at-

tendant diseases and problems that we face

in society because of the smoking habit. I

too am a former smoker and occasionally

indulge even now.
To hear the Liberal members talk about

the need to stimulate the tobacco industry
for export purposes as well as to keep down
the taxes here, presumably because of the

need to stimulate the industry, is simply not
to deal with it as a social problem. We
understand very clearly what the problems
are in the farm community in this province.
We have attempted to deal with that in a

very serious way with farm income stabiliza-

tion, much more so than the Liberal Party
has ever attempted to do.

Mr. Eaton: Didn't you get the message on
stabilization?

Mr. Laughren: No, we didn't get your
kind of message, I'll tell you that.

Mr. Eaton: Hill got the message in Mid-
dlesex about stabilization.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member for Middlesex will

allow the hon. member for Nickel Belt to

continue.

Mr. Cassidy: He is over-excited, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Laughren: I will conclude my re-

marks, but stay on my feet because I anti-

cipate a division of the House in view of

the Liberal position on this bill.

Mr. S. Smith: You can divide the House

very easily; just stand up.

Mr. Laughren: Why don't you? You are

opposed to it, not us. Go ahead.,

Mr. Mackenzie: I have just two or three

comments on this tax, which we support. I

talked to some small merchants tonight in

my own community. They have raised again
with me questions they have raised since the

fiasco or confusion or lack of clarity in the

on-again, off-again tax and the way it was
handled by the Tory government. Some of

the small merchants who have already put
their claim in and had it in for better than

three or four weeks are wondering when they
will get their money back where they had

prepaid the tax on tobacco products. It

would be interesting to know when they
will get their money back.

The other point that was raised with me
tonight is why are some of the wholesalers

who were charging an additional 50 cents a

carton in the brief period the tax was on

are now asking for, as of today, 53 cents a

carton for the cigarettes. I would like some
answers to that. Are they entitled to ask for

53 cents or is the tax five cents a package?
When will they get their money back that

they prepaid in the last brief period the tax

was on?

Mr. Roy: I just want to make a few com-
ments about this piece of legislation and

possibly rectify some of the inaccuracies com-

ing from the people to my left.

Mr. Cassidy: Where's the $44 million

coming from?

Mr. Roy: First of all, the $44 million that

the member for Ottawa Centre keeps talking

about. The minister admitted this afternoon

that just by looking at the books and re-

arranging the figures he saved $133 million

or something. Actually, if we got into those

books imagine how many millions we could

save. So that the question of $44 million is

not going to be a problem.
Then we hear the pious comment from

the frustrated ex-smoker. The member for

Ottawa-Centre has become so aggressive. I

don't know if it is because he quit smoking
or because he got a good run from Brian

Cameron in the last election or because he's

no longer the opposition, but there's a frus-

tration. He appears to be mad at the world.

Mr. Cassidy: How could I be happy?,

Mr. Roy: And he's saying at least some
of this money should go for the treatment

of people who suffer from tobacco-induced

disease. Yet I see nothing earmarked in the
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budget about channelling some of this $44
million for exactly that purpose. So that is

bringing in one aspect of it which, in fact,

does not exist. Now, if I may say something
about the members to my left, because I

find it extremely interesting when they talk

about their policy. You know, the thing I

found most interesting in the last election-

Mr. Laughren: What about the bill?

Mr. Roy: —was the approach taken by
the NDP on certain of their policies, in-

cluding this bill

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member would return to the principle of this

bill.

Mr. Roy: But I want to give you a little

example just to make my point on this bill.

The member for Ottawa Centre in talking
about this bill says that most of the tax in-

creases—and I point this out to the Treasurer

—are going to be paid by individuals. That's

some realization. He is the financial critic

who dares to walk in here with a striped suit

and he finally realizes that it's individuals

who pay taxes in this province. Well, good
for you, my good friend. Isn't that some-

thing? Imagine what kind of shape we'd be
in if they ever got on the government
benches, to finally realize that.

Mr. Cassidy: Don't talk about my suit

until you take off that jacket.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: You know, it's really something-
Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member would return to the principle of this

bill

Mr. Roy: —but he still has my vote for

leader. I still support him for leader.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: How about your
money?

Mr. Roy: My money-
Mr. S. Smith: We will make a contribu-

tion, and to you. That's the ticket we want.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: But if I may say something,
Mr. Speaker, about the NDP, one of the

members mentioned their so-called con-

sistency approach on the question of jobs.

He said it doesn't matter about jobs, we talk

about principles. I just talk about then-

approach, their flip-flop, for instance, on one
of the bills that is coming up, the taxation

on cans.

Mr. McClellan: Did you say "flip-flop"?

Mr. Roy: Talk about a flip-flop there.

Mr. Laughren: No, none at all.

Mr. Roy: But you know, the most inter-

esting thing-

Mr. Laughren: You have the patent on

flip-flop.

Mr. Roy: —the most interesting thing,

Mr. Speaker, if I may say, and I will be very

brief, is that during this whole election—

those guys are beautiful—I wish we could

fight another election with the NDP be-

cause I thoroughly enjoyed it when the

criticisms used to take place in relation to

the corporate welfare bums. Remember that?

That's important, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The

Speaker doesn't really understand the rela-

tionship of your comments to the principle

of the bill.

Mr. Makarchuk: Neither does he.

Mr. Roy: I'm getting to that, Mr. Speaker.

The point I wanted to make is, as the mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre said, that it's indi-

viduals that are going to be paying this tax.

But, remember, they used to criticize the

corporate welfare bums who were always

getting the breaks.

Mr. Cassidy: We still do.

Mr. Roy: Yes, they still do.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Yet at the same time they are

running after those corporate bums for

political donations.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: Sure, they're asking for political

donations. And they are not going to

nationalize anything any more; remember

that during the election? Those fellows in

that party have lost their virginity; that's

what has happened. It's unreal.

Mr. Makarchuk: We're late starters.

Mr. Roy: I just want to say that the point

this party is putting forward, and the reason

we're over here and they're over there, is

that we put forward policies which were

consistent.

Mr. Cassidy: This is a commercial for

Virginia Slims.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: We supported wage and price

controls. The NDP opposed it, and they

bragged about that.

The point is simply this: If we are say-

ing to the taxpayers of this province that

you limit your income or your profits to eight

per cent, then government should limit itself

to eight per cent. That got through to the

people. It didn't get through to them, but
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it got through to the people. That's why
we're here, and we're being consistent on

this bill.

Mr. Laughren: We'll get through to you
one of these days.

Mr. McGuigan: I thank you, Mr. Speaker,
for this opportunity at this late hour to add

my confession to the many confessions made
tonight. Mine is that I do not smoke, nor

do I at the moment grow tobacco, although
I have grown it in the past.

Interjections.

Mr. McGuigan: There's just my word on

that. Nor do I know the answer to the

question of where the taxes would be sub-

stituted from. But during the course of the

campaign—and I hope I don't have to go
through that again for a day or two—I was

very impressed by the industry, the neatness

and the number of people from tobacco

farms that I visited in Kent-Elgin riding.

Certainly these people feel that the im-

position of a 35 per cent increase in tax is a

discriminatory item on their agricultural

production; it's one that is not imposed
upon other agricultural products.

I'd like to add my words to those of my
colleague who spoke earlier, the member for

Haldim^nd-Norfolk, in defence of the to-

bacco farmers who regard this as a pressure
that will eventually work down to the price
of tobacco and the amount of tobacco that

is grown.
I'm not going to prolong this debate any

further. I would hope that this would not

be considered my maiden speech. I would
like to do that at an appropriate time-

Mr. Cassidy: You haven't lost your vir-

ginity yet.

Mr. McGuigan: Quite a few years ago.

Mr. Roy: Don't worry; you have lost yours.

Mr. McGuigan: —and pay tribute at that
time to my predecessor, Mr. Jack Spence.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion on second reading of the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: Here's the tobacco lord him-
self.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, may I

say that I have enjoyed this debate today
and the discussion on various parts of the

budget, and undoubtedly I look forward to

tomorrow. My colleague, the Minister of

Revenue, the parliamentary assistant to the

provincial secretary and I look forward to

the discussion of these 14 bills.

I have tried to be as non-provocative—

Mr. Conway: That's the last premier's

phrase.

Mr. Cassidy: But you are working your-
self up.

[10:15]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I really said, Mr.

Speaker, all of us went through an experi-

ence for not just 37 days, I think it was 41

or 42. I suppose none of us ever com-

pletely recover from those days but sooner

or later it's time to get those feelings off

your chest. Some of my friends, particularly

on my far right—your far left, your honour

—got some things off their chest. I just want
to say, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Laughren: Louder.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I just want to say as

simply and as nicely and as unprovocatively,

if there is such a word, as I can, that I have

never heard anything more simplistic, silly,

or fatuous than the speech of the Leader of

the Opposition tonight trying to defend his

position on an eight per cent increase in this

tax. Never in my life.

Mr. Roy: You'd think he was going after

you.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You know, it was

great stuff during the election, but to come
in here tonight and sheepishly stand up the

way he did and try and defend that position

—and I'm told they really don't want to

vote on this. We'll just have a voice vote, we
won't stand up.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right. They are really—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Does the Leader of

the Opposition really believe what he said

during the campaign or not? The question

is, where does the money come from? Where
does the money come from?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: A simple, silly pro-

position-

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —and he should be

put on the spot tonight.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: You got $50 million for an

election, didn't you? Ten million dollars a

man.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think there are a

few things that better go on the record

tonight.

Mr. S. Smith: You found $50 million.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Because you can't

sweet talk your way through this any more,

my friend, not any more.
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Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Gaunt: You can't talk sweet your way.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You tried it and it

didn't work. It didn't work.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Our expenditures in

this province are up by nine per cent. The

economy is growing by 12 per cent. Our
share is going down. Do you really want to

take it up the eight? That's what you're

advocating.

Mr. S. Smith: Include the municipalities.

Include the municipalities.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's what you're

advocating.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: And we're giving
the municipalities, I say to my friends, we're

giving to the municipalities 12% per cent

more.

Mr. S. Smith: Include what they are taking
out of the taxpayer's pocket.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Do you think we
should limit that to eight per cent? Is that

what you're advocating?

Mr. S. Smith: I'm advocating they not

take more than eight per cent out of the

taxpayer's pocket.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Are you advocating
that we reduce your transfer to—

Mr. S. Smith: No.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No. That's it. That's

it. Well, then where does the money come
from?

Mr. S. Smith: Don't take any more from
the taxpayer's pocket.

An hon. member: Show them your guts,

Stuart.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Order, please. Perhaps we can continue with
n more orderly debate.

Mr. Roy: Darcy, tell us about the deficit

for the last five years.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. minister will continue.

An hon. member: Give or take a billion,

Darcy.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I'm

glad we've got that on the record. It is now
clearly understood that we're going to limit

municipal tax increases to eight per cent.

Mr. Ruston: Off your chest.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's what you said.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: But we, in the

prcvince will still pay 12% and take
12% per cent out of the provincial taxpayers
some way or another. You made a hero of

yourself with municipal taxpayers. Where do
you think the money's coming from?

Mr. Makarchuk: That's the new Social

Credit Party.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps we—Order, please. Order, please. Order.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps we could return to the principle of this

particular bill, Bill 10.

Mr. Cassidy: He is squarely on it, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

An hon. member: Show him your guts,
Stuart.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Will the hon. member
state his point of order?

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, it seems to me that the Treasurer
has deviated—

Mr. Cassidy: Force the vote.

Mr. S. Smith: —from the matter under dis-

cussion by referring to my policy on muni-

cipal tax increases.

Mr. Eaton: You referred to it yourself.

Mr. S. Smith: The policy is that what we
have to do is limit the tax increases to the

eight per cent guideline. Naturally what ad-

ditional money is required would come from
the province-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: —because of the way in

which the municipalities are limited to pro-

perty taxes-

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: —while the province has kept
to itself all other forms of taxation. And you
know that.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Order,

please.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
Chair has already asked the minister to return

to the principle of the bill.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I do so

with pleasure.

Mr. Deans: Shove it back at him. Don't

lee him get away with that.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I do so with pleas-

ure, Mr. Speaker. I don't enjoy bringing this
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bill before the House. I recognize the words
of my friend from Haldimand-Norfolk; and
if my friend from Brant were here tonight,

as he was last night much to my regret, he

would have spoken on behalf of the tobacco

growers of this province. I don't like raising

taxes in this fashion but the 'money has to

come from somewhere.

Mr. S. Smith: You do have some tobacco

farmers in Chatham-Kent, don't you?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The fact is that

we're reducing taxes by $200 million and

raising taxes less than that amount.

Mr. S. Smith: Humbug.
Mr. Roy: You don't like deficits either,

eh?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We're taking less

from the economy this year than we took

last year. I ask my friends opposite to look

at the budget. There are the figures. We're

taking less from the economy this year.

Mr. S. Smith: Humbug.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: We're taking less-

Mr. Reed: Living off the avails of sin.

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, $50 million for an

election; $130 million overnight.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We're taking less

and your friends in Ottawa are taking more.
Your friends in Ottawa have been taking
more year by year; and we and the munic-

ipalities are taking less.

Do you have something to say? Go ahead.

Defend yourself. You can't defend yourself.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Tell us about your deficit, Darcy.

Mr. S. Smith: I am not attacking Ottawa.
I am attacking you.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
motion is for second reading of Bill 10.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

Leader of the Opposition, of course, said

that he was opposed to this bill; and I think

a discussion of alternatives is in order.

We've reduced personal income taxes in

this budget—we've approved that bill, all but

third reading—by some $32 million. We're

reducing the tax—my colleague will, when
we approve that bill, as I'm sure we will-

by something like $25 million in retail sales

tax.

I don't like raising taxes but if it has to

come from some place the tobacco tax isn't

a bad place to get it. I suppose there is an

alternative, if you listen to the silly, simple
nonsense which the Leader of the Opposition
would have us believe. He would say do
the simple thing, raise taxes eight per cent.

Let's put that on the record, let's just put
that on the record. If you're going to raise

the gasoline tax—here's one, we haven't touch-

ed the gasoline tax since 1972.

Mr. S. Smith: That has a lot to do with

the tobacco tax.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Since 1972.

Mr. S. Smith: Read out the property tax.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Well eight per cent

on the gasoline tax—it doesn't matter whether

they're high or low, you'd just raise every-

thing by eight per cent, that's your simple

position.

Mr. Cassidy: That is their policy, that's

right.

Mr. S. Smith: Read the Hydro rates for

basic light and power; read the OHIP pre-
miums.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That would raise the

gasoline tax to 20.5 cents. He'd raise the

personal income tax from 44 points to 47.5

points. He'd raise the corporation income tax

from 12 to 13; and I suppose you'd raise the

retail sales tax by eight per cent which would
take it to 7.5.

Mr. Roy: He is out of order.

Mr. S, Smith: You can suppose what you
like, but when we are in your benches you
will find out what we do; after the next

election.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's the sort of

simple, tortuous approach which the Leader
of the Opposition took during the campaign.
You may have kidded some of the people
but you don't kid us.

Mr. Roy: We would cut your salary, Darcy.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think I agree for

once tonight with my friends over there;

for once.

Mr. Deans: No, no; don't you dare.

Mr. Cassidy: You are reconsidering your

position.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I say this simply to

the Leader of the Opposition. You know how
he started off this session, he wanted a

leaders' council so we'd all govern together.

Well you'd better start talking sense.

Mr. Deans: For God's sake, move the

hands of the clock.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: When you talk sense

the people of the province may listen to you,

and you're not talking sense on this piece of

legislation tonight.
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Mr. S. Smith: The council would be on

national unity.

The House divided on the motion for

second reading of Bill 10, which was ap-

proved on the following vote:

Ayes
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

MUNICIPAL FINANCIAL REPORTS

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I am
tabling with the Clerk today, the Ontario

Municipal Employees Retirement Board's

15th Annual Report, 1976.

In accordance with the new rules of the

Legislature I am obliged to make a state-

ment when statutory reports are unable to

be made within six months of the end of the

reporting period. I have a number of re-

ports upon which to comment.

First, the Public Officers Report: This is

one report that seems to have eluded most
of us. As I understand it, this report has

never been made to the Legislature since the

Act was brought into force by the Consoli-

dated Statutes of Canada, circa 1859. It is

my intention to see if we can relieve the

statute books of the Act either in whole or

in part.

Secondly, under The Municipal Act there

is a requirement for two annual returns; one
from the municipal clerk, the other from
the municipal treasurer.

As the clerk's report would duplicate the

figures found in the treasurer's report, I also

intend to see if we can't expunge this re-

quirement from the legislation. In many
ways the Municipal Directory, which all

members receive, provides a more useful

collection of information than suggested by
this old report.

However, the treasurer's report required
by section 223 of The Municipal Act is still

a useful document, and we are taking steps,
with the aid of municipal treasurers and the

Institute of Chartered Accountants of On-
tario, to improve the municipal financial re-

porting to the public. Among the topics re-

ceiving special attention are: Attempts to

make municipal financial statements more
meaningful and more interesting; and ensur-

ing that municipalities are not required to

commit an excessive amount of resources

to supplying financial data to the province
and to the federal government.

Thursday, June 30, 1977

An important avenue for municipal re-

porting to the public is through this Legis-
lature. In past years, reporting by this means
has been confined to tabling of a bulky com-
pendium of municipal financial statistics.

This year, my ministry plans instead to pro-
duce a study of the significant trends in local

government finance. This will allow mem-
bers and the general public to be aware of

the relevant factors behind the statistics

hitherto tabled without explanation. The
detailed statistics will be publicly available

on request.

Another aspect of municipal financial re-

porting which needs improvement is the

speed with which reports are prepared. In

previous years, filing of municipal financial

reports with the Ministry of Treasury has

been such that tabling of a summary of

these reports in the Legislature has not been

possible until about 18 months after the end
of the period to which they refer. The study
of municipalities' financial results for 1975
is currently being finalized and should be

tabled in the House at the beginning of the

next session. I regret that this is somewhat
later than in previous years, due to later

filing of reports by municipalities and to my
ministry's follow-up program to upgrade re-

porting quality.

I anticipate a significant improvement in

timing for future years. The study of 1976

financial performance of municipalities should

be available no later than the end of this

year.

EDWARD ZIEMBA

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: Point of order?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, if I may, Mr. Speaker—
I'm sorry, I would have liked to do this at

the outset. Just as you announced on the

opening day of the Legislature, Mr. Speaker,
that the member for High Park-Swansea

(Mr. Ziemba) had been committed to jail,

so I wish to inform you, sir, as you know,
that he has been released from jail and will

shortly be taking his seat this morning in

the Legislature.
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COMMISSION REPORTS

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, in accord-

ance with the new rules, statutory reports

are required to be tabled within six months

of the close of the reporting period. Accord-

ingly, today I am depositing with the Clerk

copies of the 1976 annual report of the

Ontario Northland Transportation Commis-

sion for the year ending December 31, 1976,

and also copies are being delivered to each

member through the legislative post office

and to the press gallery.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I would like to

advise the Legislature that the report of the

Ontario Telephone Services Commission, also

due, will be delayed for approximately one

month. The reason for the delay is that the

statistical information contained in the report

comes from the official annual reports of the

independent telephone companies in the

province. We did not receive the last of

these independent telephone company reports

until some time in the month of June,

accordingly we were unable to have the final

report ready for tabling today. It may be

ready before the close of this session, if not

I'll table it on the opening of the next

session.

CHILDREN'S SERVICES

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, as indicated

on Monday of this week I would like now
to report to the House on the activities of

the children's services division over the past
three months and also on its plans for the

future.

As indicated on April 4 by the Provincial

Secretary for Social Development (Mrs.

Birch) and I, the intention in establishing the

new division of my ministry was to provide
more integrated services for children with

special needs in this province. This is to be

accomplished through two major processes:
The integration of services at the provincial
level and the co-ordination at the local level.

The first of these processes was officially

begun on Monday when I introduced a bill

to permit transfer of some services to the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

The services which can be transferred at this

time are those which are sufficiently discrete

that funding and responsibility can be shift-

ed now without disturbing program integrity.

These programs are identified in the appen-
dix to my remarks, which will be circulated

to all members of the Legislature.

At this time I would like to table informa-

tion on the contents of an order in council

which has been passed to create a new vote

in the children's services division to effect

the transfer by July 1. Vote 2084, for chil-

dren's services, will contain the following
items: Program administration, $2,215,900;
child welfare and health services, $194,052,-

300; and detention and correctional services,

$32,271,100. In addition are administrative

programs within vote 2081 of the Ministry
of Community and Social Services for

$1,111,300. The estimated total expenditure
of $234,650,600 comes almost entirely as

transfers from existing programs in the minis-

tries affected.

In addition to establishing a new vote, the

order in council provides for the transfer of

responsibility to the Minister of Community
and Social Services of The Children's Mental

Health Centres Act, The Children's Mental

Hospitals Act, The Training Schools Act and
the relevant sections of The Provincial Courts

Act.

As I previously indicated there remain,

however, programs such as those for the

mentally retarded and child and adolescent

units which are part of large hospitals, which
cannot so easily be transferred without risk-

ing serious discontinuity in the provision of

care. Here, the manner of transfer is critical.

We are currently exploring the device of

contractual relationship with some of these

programs, hoping that this arrangement will

permit sufficient influence to be exercised

by the division as funder, while allowing the

programs to retain operating responsibility,

and with it their identity as hospitals. This

is in line with our intention to integrate, not

homogenize.
We expect that by mid-fall we will have

concluded these explorations and will have
secured the funding, and with it effective

control of the remaining programs in the

originally identified list.

In addition, there remains a group of serv-

ices for which there appears to be equally

persuasive arguments for and against trans-

fer and which must therefore await further

detailed consideration. These include crippled
children's centres and programs, some chil-

dren's psychiatric units in general and special

hospitals, and homes for special care. There

may be additional programs as well not yet
identified by us.

Although preoccupied with planning for

the transfer and subsequent administration

of a large, non-uniform assortment of pro-

grams, division staff have spent consider-

able effort in consulting throughout the

province. My associate deputy minister, Judge
Thomson, has met with community and serv-

ice groups and local municipal officials in

all parts of Ontario, and in so doing has been
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able, I believe, to take the provincial pulse

on the issues related to reorganization of

children's services.

He has been advised everywhere to pro-

ceed, but with caution. He has confirmed

our suspicion that there is much regional

variance in existing services, in needs and

in problems, and concluded that uniform

approaches or solutions will not do. Although
there appears to be a consensus that we are

on the right track, there is much anxiety

lest the baby be thrown out with the bath

water. Many have also expressed the con-

cern that scarce funds not be expended on
structural change to the exclusion of services.

It must be said at this point that mere
transfer is not integration, and far short of

rationalization. Planning and effective man-

agement are not possible without reliable

information and the capacity to evaluate and
monitor service. Therefore, one of the pre-
conditions of progress towards our objectives
is a sound information system. Work in this

area is well under way.
We are collecting and evaluating existing

standards of child care and service across

all the division's programs and will develop
and establish a system of province-wide
standards. Such a step is necessary to permit
equitable distribution of services, evaluation

and costing.

We will take steps to ensure equitable
distribution of resources throughout the

province and a more balanced spectrum
of service in each community as soon as

the inventory of existing services now under
way is complete.
We recognize that the most effective serv-

ice delivery system for children is one which
is run or co-ordinated locally. The second

major process, to which I earlier alluded,
is that which will result in the maximum
responsibility and control resting in the hands
of local committees, which are knowledge-
able and sensitive to the needs of children
and families in their areas. This is perhaps
the most challenging aspect of the implemen-
tation.

[10:15]

It is clear to me, with the benefit of the

three-month review we have undertaken,
that the decentralization process must be

launched cautiously, albeit optimistically.

Such a project has been undertaken in other

jurisdictions on both sides of the Atlantic

but not to this date with resounding success.

We must, therefore, be prepared to make
mistakes and to learn from them quickly.
We propose, therefore, following a period
of active public consultation on the subject

of the functions and composition of local

children's committees, to initiate the first

phase of decentralization by establishing
several such bodies in different areas of the

province.

Mr. Sargent: Time; 15 minutes on a state-

ment.

Hon. W. Newman: It's so rare you are

here, you should listen.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Are you in a hurry to

get home?

Hon. Mr. Norton: These will act as an
advance scouting party in unfamiliar terri-

tory. Meanwhile, rationalization of service

delivery with an increasing regional em-
phasis will proceed throughout the province.
This will involve upgrading of service in

some areas, the introduction of a placement
booking system which will offer up-to-date
assistance in identifying the vacancies to

improve access to service and the publication
of a comprehensive service directory.
We have directed our attention to the

need for legislative change in order to im-

prove safeguards against inappropriate exer-

cise of authority and to increase accounta-

bility throughout the system. Although ulti-

mately we intend to propose an omnibus bill,

we will not use gradual implementation as

an excuse to avoid needed legislative change
in the short run.

This approach will inevitably leave unsat-

isfied those who had hoped for immediate

implementation of all phases. I believe, how-

ever, that we have already accomplished the

first stage and we must genuinely consider

the issues with communities and services

throughout Ontario before further imple-
mentation. I am convinced that if we do not,
there could be much unnecessary antagonism
and conflict. If so, it would be the children

Who would suffer. This project is a bit like

overhauling a ship while at sea with a full

complement of passengers.
1 expect that early in 1978, we will be

able to extract from our consultation, sev-

eral models or approaches to local service

co-ordination which combine the necessary

ingredients of effective regional planning and

priority setting, accountability for service,

equity and responsiveness to client needs,
and sufficient overall control to do away with

the excessive autonomy of programs which
has been a, significant ingredient in the

problems we are all familiar with.

Beginning April 1, 1978, we intend to

establish the first such committees, perhaps
one in the north and others in differing areas

in the south-

Mr. Foulds: Why perhaps?
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Hon. Mr. Norton: —and to support and

monitor their progress closely. Once set up,

these committees will become part of the

service system in their areas by directing

their attention to the difficult-to-serve-and-

place children on whose behalf they will be

able to intervene and fund special programs.
At this stage, the committees will function

in an advisory capacity but it is expected by
the second year of their operation they will

begin reviewing all budgets for children's

services in their areas and increasingly take

on overall planning and priority-setting func-

tions.

By the time these original committees are

ready to assume full responsibility for serv-

ice delivery in their areas, we will have

learned enough to have begun the process
of establishing such committees throughout
the province. It is implicit in the plan which
I have outlined that we are taking a some-

what open-ended, developmental approach
and intend to engage in ongoing discussion

with the committees and the areas they serve

as we converge on a local service system

plan. I intend to report at regular intervals

to this House and will be grateful for the

critical and constructive attention which all

members may give to this challenging under-

taking.

VISITOR

Mr. Speaker: Just before we call the next

order of business, I'd like to introduce to the

House a distinguished visitor this morning.
The Hon. Jean-Maurice Simard, Chairman of

Treasury Board of the province of New
Brunswick, is with us and is seated in the

Speaker's gallery. He's here as a guest of the

Chairman of Management Board (Mr. Auld).

,

ORAL QUESTIONS

OMB HEARINGS

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question of the

Attorney General. In view of the continuing
crisis with regard to unemployment, particu-

larly in the construction industry and espe-

cially in Toronto, can the minister explain

why he has not intervened in the decision

of the Ontario Municipal Board to adjourn
its hearings at least for the whole month of

July, and could he explain to us why he has

not moved to expedite these hearings and to

get Toronto's construction workers working
as quickly as possible?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, first, I

have no power to intervene; second, I've

encouraged the Ontario Municipal Board to

proceed as diligently as they can, and that's

really the extent of my mandate in that

regard.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,

given the unemployment rate running around

24 per cent among Toronto's construction

workers, and the OMB hearings holding up
about 5,000 jobs, and keeping in mind the

recommendations of the rather expensive

Comay report which said that the OMB
powers ought to be diminished, why would
the Attorney General not act to intervene

in some way to either approve the plan and

allow the jobs to proceed immediately; or

take some other action to firmly get it en-

trenched in the mind of the OMB that

they're not to stand in the way of necessary
construction jobs in the way that they're

presently doing, dilly-dallying at this rather

leisurely pace?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I've nothing to add,
Mr. Speaker, to what I've said before.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Scarborough
West has a supplementary.

Mr. Lewis: Is the Attorney General will-

ing to write a letter directly to the chairman

of the OMB to express his displeasure, and
that of the government, with the unseemly
and unnecessary delay in this matter? Per-

haps that might provoke him.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, as I

think this was indicated in the Legislature
earlier in the spring, both the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) and I have communicated with

the chairman of the Ontario Municipal Board

expressing our wishes that the matter be

proceeded with as expeditiously as possible.

We've made our position very clear to him
and I think any other so-called interference,

as suggested by the Leader of the Opposition,
would be improper.

Mr. Mancini: It is help, it is not inter-

fering.

ARAB BOYCOTT

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question of the

Premier, Mr. Speaker. The Premier is un-

doubtedly aware of the report of the com-
mission on economic coercion and discrimi-

nation regarding the Arab boycott. He has

spoken earlier on this matter. Could the

Premier tell this House whether he intends

to bring forward legislation, not by a private

member but as a government, to take the

tough measures he promised would be taken

in the event that the federal measures are

insufficient to deal with the anti-Israel boy-
cott?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't think

I described my measures in any way, whether
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tough or not. We are assessing this very care-

fully. We have obtained legislation that exists

in certain states of the union. I made a state-

ment then, and I have not been reluctant

to repeat it since, that while we, as a gov-

ernment, will take no part in terms of dif-

ferences of opinion between two countries jr

groups of countries, when it comes to the

secondary and tertiary effects of policies that

relate to those other jurisdictions that have

impact upon citizens of this province, then

of course we have that concern.

We are pursuing it. It is a complex matter.

It is one, obviously, that would be better

dealt with and more properly dealt with by
the government of Canada. I said that at the

time and I repeat it now because I believe

that to be fundamentally correct. However,
Mr. Speaker, the matter is under considera-

tion by the government.
Mr. S. Smith: By way of a supplementary,

since the Premier was widely quoted as say-

ing that Ontario is prepared to take measures
on its own if the federal government does
not move swiftly and strongly in this matter,
and since the Premier mentioned at that time,
that under the Ontario Human Rights Code
it might be possible to take action against

companies that comply with the boycott, and
given the fact that state action in the United
States frequently was responsible for even-
tual federal action; why is he now backing
off on what was a commitment to the people
of this province to come forward with as

much provincial legislation as possible to

supplement what seems to be inadequate on
the federal scene?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, unlike the
Leader of the Opposition, I like to think

things through properly first before we have
specific action. If he would learn that he
would better serve his own party.

Mr. Nixon: You made your announce-
ment in Israel. It is called grandstanding on
an international issue. You will do anything
for a handful of votes.

Mr. S. Smith: I have a supplementary of

the Premier, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary .

Mr. S. Smith: Why doesn't the Premier
think things through before he makes his

announcements in Israel and in Ontario?

Why doesn't he think them through first and
make his announcements later?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can assure the hon.
Leader of the Opposition, when I restated

my views here in the city of Toronto on a

particular evening-
Mr. Sargent: You couldn't get hold of the

think-tank, that's why.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —they were very well

thought through. I would also say to the

Leader of the Opposition that any legislative

action, which he perhaps doesn't totally
understand yet—that's kind of obvious in the

last couple of days—that we think those

things through very carefully before we pre-
sent them to the House. I guess he wouldn't
realize that.

Mr. S. Smith: You said it; insults are no
.substitute for action.

Mr. Nixon: You make a great statement in

Israel and come home and do nothing.

CHILD ADOPTION
Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Community and Social Services, unrelated to

his statement for the moment: Has the min-
ister a comment to make publicly about the

number of stories that appeared in the last

24 or 48 hours dealing with an alleged black
market in the area of adoption, and the

apparent corroboration from individuals well

placed in the field—if not corroboration the

expression of anxiety that such a black
market might well exist, by people who are
also well placed?

(Applause.)

An hon. member: Here's the member for

High Park-Swansea (Mr. Ziemba).
Mr. Foulds: You know, we would have

applauded if it was a Tory.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I thought it was rather unusual that I might
elicit applause before I had had an oppor-
tunity to respond.
The issue that is raised by the hon. mem-

ber is obviously something that concerns us

very deeply. In the last couple of days since

it first came to my attention through the

newspaper stories, I have had an opportunity
to consult with my staff.

I admit there has been suspicion of the

existence of such activities, but it is very
difficult to take action for the simple reason
that very often, as was indicated in the

story in the newspaper, the persons who had
apparently received first-hand information,
and alleged that they had been approached,
as you describe it by a well-placed person,
with an offer to market children in this

manner, frequently are reluctant to come for-

ward with the specific information so that

we can take action.

There is no question that it is an offence,
and if persons such as the individual quoted
in the newspaper story would please bring
that information to our attention and be pre-

pared to follow up in such a way that we
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could prosecute or further investigate, we
would be very happy to do it and we would
be pleased to refer that information to the

proper authorities for prosecution. All that

I think I can say at this point is that we will

continue to do whatever we can by way of

watching and monitoring that situation to

see if there is any further indication of such

activity.

I would plead with anyone in the public
or in this Legislature who may have any
specific information which might lead us to

taking successful action against any persons
engaged in that kind of activity, then I

would welcome that kind of co-operation.

Mr. Makarchuk: Will you guarantee they
will stay out of jail?

Mr. Lewis: Just by way of supplementary:
Is the minister prepared, within some branch
or arm of his ministry, to initiate an investi-

gation, since these rumours are intermittent

and the suspicions as he describes them are

regular? Is there a way of our attempting to

track it down, since it is surely one of the

most offensive acts which can be engaged in?

Is he prepared to do that?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I am prepared and in

fact intend to discuss the situation with the

Attorney General and the Solicitor General

(Mr. MacBeth). At this point we do not have
an investigative capacity, in that sense, with-
in our ministry, but we intend to explore
ways in which we and those ministries who
do, might co-operate in order to further

pursue this matter. I have also asked my
staff to review the legislative authority that

exists to see if there is any way our position

might be strengthened through legislative

change. However, regardless of the legisla-
tive change, unless we can bring forward

evidence, or have persons with a personal
knowledge of the situation come forward
with evidence, it makes it very difficult for

us to successfully pursue the matter. But
I will explore the possibility of further

investigation with the other ministers.

[10:30]

MACKENZIE VALLEY PIPELINE

Mr. Lewis: A question for the Minister of

Energy: Could he explain or did he forget
that his ministry made a submission to the

Berger inquiry in which the proposition of
the building of the Mackenzie Valley pipe-
line was supported; that Arctic Gas has a

publication, which his ministry has never
denied or repudiated, listing the province of
Ontario as the only government in Canada
explicitly in support of the Mackenzie Valley
pipeline? And in the document, Ontario's En-

ergy Future, which the minister tabled in

April 1977, conclusion 18 read, "Construction
of transportation facilities that will connect
the gas resources of the Mackenzie Delta to

the industrial markets of southern Canada."
Can he explain how all of that does not add
up to a policy commitment in favour of the

Mackenzie Valley pipeline, and is he pre-
pared now to re-evaluate that commitment?

Mr. Sargent: That's not a fair question'. He
wouldn't know that.

Mr. S. Smith: He has no information.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I am very happy that

the member has done some further research.

First of all, as I said yesterday, our concern
in the report which he referred to—

Mr. Breaugh: You have a hard time with

yesterday's answers, don't you?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: —was to ensure that

some transportation system be put in place to

provide for gas delivery to Ontario-

Mr. Lewis: From the Mackenzie Delta.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: From that area, the

frontier area-

Mr. Lewis: The Mackenzie Valley is what
wc are talking about.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: All right, the Mackenzie
Delta. That's true, we also have the eastern

Arctic that we are concerned about.

Mr. Lewis: No, but from the Mackenzie

Valley-

Hon. J. A. Taylor: All right, let's talk about

the Mackenzie Valley then. The member may
not realize that when we talk about gas, On-
tario uses-

Mr. Reid: A lot of it.

An hon. member: Also hot air.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —the member is talking

about natural gas. Ontario uses about one-

half of the total Canadtian consumption-

Mr. Sargent: When does your book come
out?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —of natural gas, and
about 50 or 60 per cent of that natural gas

consumed in Ontario is to keep our industry

operating. The member may not be con-

cerned about jobs-

Mr. Martel: That isn't the question at all.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: -but that's what that

gas is for. We think it's important to ensure

that there is a continuous supply of natural

gas to Ontario—obviously the member doesn't

agree with that.

Mr. Wildman: Do you have a policy?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, the hon. minis-

ter has the floor.
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Hon. J. A. Taylor: What was pointed out

in that report was the need for a transporta-
tion system. A number of routes have been

proposed—
Mr. Lewis: You say the Mackenzie Delta.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: We mentioned the Mac-
kenzie Delta, which is a geographical area. I

don't know whether the member for Scar-

borough West has been there or not, but it's

a part of Canadian geography. It's not a gas

pipeline.

Mr. Sargent: How did you get there?

Mr. Cassidy: Oh, my goodness.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: There have been a num-
ber of proposals that were put forward in

terms of the transportation system.

Mr. Cassidy: You are preposterous.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: As a matter of fact,

there were hearings in that regard, conducted
before the National Energy Board. As the

member may or may not know, its decision

will be coming down on July 4. That deals

with the mechanics. The Berger report con-

centrated on the environmental and social

matters, which he may or may not appre-
ciate.

Mr. Lewis: Oh no, I hadn't realized that.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I'm telling the member
now that that's what it did. I thought he may
be deficient in some respects in regard to the

information.

Mr. Lewis: Thank you very much.

Mr. Swart: Do you think you should inter-

vene, Bill?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: What Ontario did, as I

mentioned yesterday, was to make represen-
tations to the Berger commission when it

visited this community. After the northern

hearings, Mr. Justice Berger got permission
to travel Canada to hold hearings.

Mr. Lewis: No, I didn't know that.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Well, I'm telling the

member, in case he didn't know. I wouldn't

confess my ignorance the way he is doing
this morning.

Mr. Lewis: I have to; when faced by you,
I have to confess my ignorance.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: Saved by the bell.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. First of all it

was almost impossible to hear the question,
which I didn't get clearly, but also the answer,
with all the interjections. Is there further

answer to this, and could we have fewer

interjections? Order, please. Was that the

finish of that answer?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Just to reiterate—

Mr. Breithaupt: Gong him.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion was asked about Ontario backing a par-

ticular pipeline. I wish to repeat what I said

yesterday, that Ontario has not backed a

particular pipeline—neither a syndicate, a con-

sortium, a company, nor a route. What we
are concerned about is the securing of a

supply of gas to the people of this province
^nd to the industry of this province. And that

should be clear from that report.

Mr. Lewis: I have a supplementary which,

like the original question, the minister could

have answered much more quickly.

Does he not recognize that his constant

harping on the Mackenzie Valley natural

gas is precisely the kind of incentive which
the federal government wants, to put that

pipeline through, providing natural gas to

our industries and consumers in Ontario far

more expensively than tapping the known
reserves that are now available in Alberta,

which would lower costs, create more jobs

and be much more useful to Ontario. Why
doesn't he take that stand?

Mr. Breaugh: Don't write his speeches for

him, Bette. His are much better.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The Leader of the

Opposition and the leader of the third party
have been speaking about the Mackenzie

Valley pipeline. Don't accuse me or my
ministry or this government of harping about

the Mackenzie Valley pipeline-

Mr. Lewis: That's right.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —because it's those

members who have been making an issue

of it and claiming that higher prices are being
advocated in order to finance that pipeline.

Mr. Martel: You're in the wrong business.

You should be a comedian.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: It's they and their

parties who have been doing that and it is

absolutely false.

Mr. Lewis: That is why prices are going

up.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Maybe they should

get the facts and inform the public properly.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This will be
the final supplementary on this, because we've

spent quite a bit of time on it.

Mr. Reed: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Could
the minister tell us why he will not simply
declare his ministry's policy on this issue?

He's been skirting the issue for two days.
His predecessor supported construction of

the pipeline. He is now changing around to

talk about a transportation system.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

question has been asked.

Mr. Reed: Why doesn't he declare him-

self?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Very, very simply, Mr.

Speaker, and the member should know this—

there are two hearings. One was the Berger

hearing, which dealt with the environmental

and social matters. The second is the hear-

ings before the National Energy Board in

connection with the technology and the

physical construction and routing of a pipe-

line. Until those hearings were completed
and the reports out, I don't think this gov-
ernment or anyone was in a position to assess

and determine what is the appropriate pipe-
line. In other words, get the facts first.

Mr. Peterson: Are you saying you have

no position?

HYDRO CONTRACTS
Mr. Nixon: I'd like to put a question to

the Premier. Can he make a statement to the

House giving us information about the special

inquiry that he must have ordered person-

ally into certain contractual arrangements
made by Ontario Hydro on two of their

construction sites, including the Bruce Penin-

sula and, I believe, Madawaska? The in-

formation that is available to us was reported
in the Toronto press the first week of June.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I cannot.

There is an order related to the matter
before the courts to which this question re-

fers, which order prohibits any discussion or

publication of material and I intend to

abide by that order.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: Knowing that

we do not want in any way to infringe on
the prerogative of the courts, will the Premier
indicate whether or not an order in council
was established giving some responsibility
to former judge Campbell Grant to investi-

gate these matters and was the matter sup-
posed to be secret; and if not, why was the
Premier so outraged when it was brought
to public notice by the Globe and Mail?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I really
can't recall in the 47 years that I have known
myself as well as I do—and some days I'm
not sure how well—that I have been out-

raged. My recollection was that I did take

exception-

Mr. Nixon: Umbrage, umbrage.
Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, I can take umbrage,

I can disagree, I don't personally have to be
outraged in the process.

Mr. Nixon: Is the Premier implying that
this matter is of no importance?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, Mr. Speaker, I'm not

implying this matter is of no importance.

Mr. Nixon: Well, will he give us an
answer?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am saying that there is

an order issued by the court, which I intend
to respect.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, since the

Premier has raised a matter of such import-
ance, I wonder if he would—
Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't raise it, you did.

Mr. Nixon: Excuse me, Mr. Speaker, if I

may clarify my response to the interjection
that this is a matter which, it is said, can-

not be discussed in the House. Certainly that

is a matter of special importance and sensi-

tivity. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if you would
use your good offices to see that the orders

of the court are placed before the House
so that we might have your guidance as to

whether or not this matter, which involves

Ontario Hydro and a decision by the Premier
to order a secret inquiry, can or cannot be
discussed in this House.

Mr. Speaker: Not being familiar with the

subject of the hon. member's comment-
Mr. Lewis: You are the only one who isn't.

Mr. Speaker: —I will look into it and see

if that is proper or if it is not proper.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We had better

get off this subject. The member for Bell-

woods.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Everything
has been declared sub judice as I understand

it.

Mr. Lewis: It has not.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. If a question
can't be answered there is not much point
in pursuing it.

Mr. Lewis: He hasn't answered the ques-
tion.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Just a moment. You may
ask your supplementary. This will be a final

supplementary on this matter.

Some hon. members: Oh, no.

Mr. Sargent: How can you rule that?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member should be the last one to ask.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.

member please be seated. Order. It has been
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indicated that there is no answer to the

original question.

Mr. Sargent: How do you know until you
have heard the question?

Mr. Makarchuk: That is a pretty logical

statement.

Mr. Speaker: It has been indicated that

an answer is not possible to the subject
under question.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary to that an-

swer.

Mr. Speaker: There can't very well be a

suplementary question to a non-answer.

Order, please. I am willing to hear the

supplementary. If an answer is possible it

will be given, I am sure. If it is not possible
then it can't be given. We will have one

supplementary from the member for Ottawa
Centre first of all, and we will rule on that.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Can
the Premier please say under what authority
—he didn't answer this question before-
former justice Campbell Grant was asked
to make this inquiry? Can he also say why,
when allegations of activity that might be
in contravention of the law were being
made, no reference was made to the OPP,
but the political route was taken for having
this kind of an inquiry?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Political route? That
is nonsense.

Mrs. Campbell: How do you know?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Are you saying you
join in that insult to Hon. Mr. Grant?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't in-

tend—because this is an important matter-
to comment on an accusation of that kind
about a former justice of the Supreme Court
of this province. I just won't share that sort

of insult with the member for Ottawa Centre.

interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I just re-

state what I said to the former Leader of

the Opposition—that there is a court order. I

intend to respect that court order, and I can-
not and will not comment on matters that

arc presently before the court and that are
the subject of a court order requiring non
disclosure or discussion.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Next question.
Th3 hon. member for Bellwoods with a new
question.

Mr. Cassidy: The court order doesn't

extend to who ordered the Grant inquiry.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The Speaker
has called for the next question from the
member for Bellwoods.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of order. I am not

very happy with the Speaker's ruling. I

would like to make a point of order. I am not
inclined to pursue things that are in the

court. I just want to know why it is sub

judice or why the Speaker cannot allow the

Premier to respond to the question of who
ordered an inquiry which this government
entertained, and why? That has nothing to

do with the court.

Hon. Mr. Davis: This is right. It has been
made very clear. I said in the press I asked
Hon. Mr. Campbell Grant to do this investi-

gation.

Mr. Sargent: How much are you going to

pay him?

Hon. Mr. Davis: It may come as a great
shock to members across the House but the
Premier of this province does have that right.

Mr. Nixon: And he has the responsibility-

Mr. Speaker: Just one moment please. The
hon. Leader of the Opposition has a com-
ment or a question of me.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary to that.

Mr. Speaker: Well you may place it and
wc will see whether it should be answered
or not.

Mr. S. Smith: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. In view of the answer that the

Premier himself ordered the inquiry, I want
to ask the Premier under what authority he
asked the judge to do this; and furthermore,
whether there were funds voted for this

inquiry? If so, how much and by what

authority?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
to be provocative. I will try to help the

Leader of the Opposition as much as I can.

The Premier of the province does not need

any statutory authority to ask for something
to be looked into or investigated. I did it on

my initiative.

[10:45]

Mr. S. Smith: You do need authority for

the money.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The hon. mem-
ber for Bellwoods with the next question.

CHILDREN'S SERVICES

Mr. McClellan: I have a question of the

Minister of Community and Social Services

with respect to his statement. Do I under-
stand correctly the statement of the minister

with respect to the implementation sequence
for local children's services committees, that

the gist of what he said was that we will

not see full implementation of local children's
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services committees across the province until

1982, some five years hence?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I don't recall that date

being included in my statement. I did indi-

cate the implementation of children's services

by the local authority in the area would

begin on April 1, 1978.

Subsequent to that, after establishing a

series of initial projects across the province
and gaining experience from the implementa-
tion and the operation of those during the

first year in a variety of local settings, in-

cluding the north and certain areas in the

south with different local government struc-

tures in those areas, for example, we would
then be in a position to expand beyond that.

I would urge the member to try to see the

wisdom and the realism in that approach.
There has been an attempt in other jurisdic-
tions to take similar steps in terms of the
decentralization of the delivery of children's

services. To date, the experience in other

jurisdictions has not been very successful.

In one jurisdiction where they have been
engaged in the process for a number of

years now—one of the American jurisdictions

—they have only recently arrived at a point
which is approximately where we are now in

terms of our first phase of implementation.
In the implementation at the local level

one has to bear in mind the delicacy and
the potential difficulties that exist there in

terms of the question of the structures of

the local committees, the question of the
roles of those who are engaged in the

delivery of service vis-a-vis those who are
at the receiving end of the services, the

importance that whatever models we imple-
ment at the first stage of that implementation
be carefully developed through consultation
and then very carefully implemented and
monitored so that we can be sure we don't
meet with the kind of frustration that other

jurisdictions have.

I am very optimistic because I think we
have some of the most able staff in this

whole country who are working on this and
who are very much aware of the sensitivities
of the communities across this province. To
forge ahead too quickly could be the most
negative of all approaches.

Mr. McClellan: By way of supplementary,
given that I am simply trying to understand
the time table, may I ask the minister if I

am correct as follows: That he will establish

pilots in 1978 which will begin budget
review in 1980, which will be ready to

assume full responsiblity in 1981 and, if I

understand correctly, which is my question,
he is not prepared to implement across the

province local children's services committees
until the pilots have assumed their full

responsibility, which according to his table

is 1981. So are we looking then at 1982,
which is my question, for implementation,
which is five years away?
Hon. Mr. Norton: I can't find the specific

spot to check the accuracy of the member's

quotation. My recollection was that after

one year of experience with the local com-
mittees we would proceed then with the

implementation-

Mr. McClellan: At full responsibility?

Hon. Mr. Norton: —on a broader basis

across the province.

Mr. McClellan: You still don't know.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary: Could the

minister explain to this House what he con-

templates as the membership of the local

committees? Are they to be confined, at least

in the early stages, to the mechanics of the

situation, including the funding, rather than
to the very much more pressing matter of

the accountability to the community?
Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, on the first

part of that question, the composition of the

local committees, if the member checks the

accompanying documents with the imple-
mentation plan, for example-

Mrs. Campbell: I am trying to find it.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —there is a section in

that which sets out in considerable detail

the types of questions that we have yet to

answer, in consultation with the people
across this province, before there is a final

determination of the composition of those

committees. In fact, on page four of the

implementation plan—and I think that the

hon. member can recognize that those are

questions that it is essential to answer before

we make any final determination on the

composition—there are a variety of positions.
If one speaks with some people involved

in local government they would see it pri-

marily as simply a committee of the local

council. That is a totally unacceptable pos-
ition to many of the people who are engaged
in the delivery of services across this prov-
ince and others who have been participating
in the consultation process. So obviously
there has to be some further consideration

to that and a resolution of those differences

of opinion if we are going to arrive at the

position where we have the co-operation of

the people from all of the agencies and
from local government as well.

Initially, in the involvement of the local

committees in the planning process at the

local level they will obviously be involved in
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the aspect of financial planning and budget-

ing for the area. That will be one of their

earlier involvements. They will also be-

come involved in the question of setting

of priorities and the establishment of those

priorities for their communities and the

planning of children's services to meet the

needs of their local communities. It will not

be exclusively, by any means, a financial

function that they fulfil.

Mr. Mancini: You are getting as bad as

Taylor.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary-

Mr. Speaker: We have spent close to 10

minutes on this particular question. I know
it's important, but I think we should come
back to it later if we have time, because

we're cutting out the opportunity for other

members to ask questions. The hon. Solicitor

General has the answers to questions asked

previously.

SHOOTING AT BRACEBRIDGE
Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I under-

stand in my absence on Tuesday the member
for York Centre (Mr. Stong) directed a
number of questions to the Premier concern-

ing the armed robbery of the residence of

the member for Simcoe East (Mr. G. E.

Smith) and the subsequent police action.

I have been advised by the commissioner
of the Ontario Provincial Police that at

11:30 a.m. on June 27, Mrs. Smith returned
home and was confronted with an intruder
armed with a sawed-off shotgun. The man
robbed her of approximately $155 in cash
and a quantity of jewellery. Mrs. Smith's car
was also stolen. During the robbery the

culprit terrorized Mrs. Smith by telling her
that he was desperate and had nothing to
lose. At one point he threatened to shoot
her grandchildren when they returned if

she did not obey his demands.
An investigation was conducted by the

Orillia police department and the OPP, and
as a result a description of the stolen car
was broadcast over the OPP radio network
in which the man was described as armed
and dangerous.

At about 1:30 p.m. provincial constable M.
J. Murdoch observed the wanted car travel-

ling north on Highway 11 south of Graven-
hurst. Murdoch pursued the car and, over
a distance of seven miles, several attempts
were made by well-marked OPP vehicles to

bring the stolen car to a stop. Three black-

and-white cruisers and one motorcycle were
involved. At one point a motorcycle officer

pulled up on the left side of the car and

was forced by the driver into the lanes of

oncoming traffic. When one stationary car

attempted to stop the stolen vehicle at the

intersection of Highway 11 and Reay Road
the driver turned west on Reay Road and
continued a distance of approximately one
mile when the vehicle ran off the road and
struck a tree. No shots were fired by any
police personnel during the pursuit of the

vehicle.

At the time the vehicle struck the tree,

it was being pursued by two OPP cruisers

driven by provincial constables B. C. Kruger
and M. J. Murdoch. At this point, the driver

jumped out of the car and pointed a loaded

sawed-off shotgun at Constable Murdoch.
Constable Kruger told the man to, "Hold it";

but he continued to advance, pointing the

shotgun at Murdoch. Both officers believed

that their lives were in danger and fired four

shots from their .3 service revolvers, fatally

wounding him.

The deceased has been identified as James
William McGrath, age 52, of no fixed ad-

dress. He escaped from Joyceville Peniten-

tiary on May 28, 1977. He has a lengthy
criminal record involving crimes of violence,

including armed robbery and charges of pos-
session of firearms.

All OPP officers were dressed in prescribed

police uniforms. Constables Kruger and
Murdoch received extensive firearm training.

In all cases where OPP officers are involved

in the apprehension of armed and dangerous
persons, every effort is made to effect arrest

without violence. In this instance and from
the information that is available at this

time, I am satisfied the action taken by our

officers was justified.

A thorough and extensive investigation is

presendy being conducted by CIB inspector
Tom Lennon and by regional coroner, Dr.

F. F. Archdekin of Bracebridge. An inquest
is planned for the week of July 11 in

Bracebridge. Because of the pending inquest,
it would be inappropriate for me to dis-

cuss the case in greater detail at this time.

If I just might go on to a matter of fire

safety which was also raised when I was
away, I have a five-page answer and I might
propose to hold it. There was urgency in-

volved at the time of the question. I only
returned from Ottawa just last night, and I

would propose to hold it for the first of the

week and give it as a statement, if that is

agreeable. Otherwise, I can give it as an
answer today, sir.

Mr. Speaker: Agreed.
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LOSS OF DOCTORS
Mr. Conway: A question of the Minister

of Health: I wonder if the ministry has any
data to support or repudiate the recent re-

ports that in recent months there has been a

sharp increase in the number of Ontario doc-
tors leaving for the United States?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No.

Mr. Conway: Considering that this state-

ment has been made, not only by the Ontario

Medical Association but supported this week
by the registrar of the College of Physicians
and Surgeons, I wonder if the minister would
undertake a dialogue with that particular

agency to determine what, if anything, can
be done. One of the reasons given for the

sharp increase is government relations in this

province.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: This is a subject which
has been a matter of discussion between me
and the members of the College and the

OMA. It was a subject of discussion as well at

the most recent meeting of Ministers of
Health in Ottawa just a week ago today. I

will be pursuing it further with the college
because I think there are some things we
could be doing to address some of the diffi-

culties, although I may say that Ontario, and
Canada in fact, faces a situation currently
and looking ahead over the next decade of a

surplus of physicians. I think we're going to

have to do everything possible to bring our
needs for physicians into line with the reali-

ties of what we can afford and of the serv-

ices required.

Mr. Conway: Supplementary: Having re-

gard to the surplus question, would the minis-
ter support or deny a claim made in a recent

report that, because of a lack of specialists at

Humber Memorial Hospital here in Toronto,
there has been a temporary shutdown of one
ward at that hospital?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: That must be a report
that went just to that member. I've not heard
it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary on this.

Mr. B. Newman: While arriving at an
answer to this question, would the minister
look into the Essex county situation because,
from the understanding I have from Dr.

Stanley Oleksiuk, it is a very grave situation
and large numbers are actually leaving the

country and going into the United States?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I met with Dr. Oleksiuk
and representatives of the Essex County Medi-
cal Society within the last two weeks, and
there again the question did arise. But I

think the hon. member has to realize, first of

all, while it's true that some doctors are

leaving the province of Ontario, leaving Can-
ada for that matter, for a variety of reasons,

including much higher salaries, lower income
tax rates and other factors in the United

States, we are at the same time experiencing
in Canada as a whole an ever-increasing
number of physicians. We have something
like about a one and a half to two per cent

increase in the number of physicians per year,
-ven though we've taken steps in Canada to

limit the number of doctors coming into the

country from outside of Canada, we still are

turning out a fair number of graduates. It's

to that area, as well as the question of migra-
tion to Ontario, that I think we're going to

have to address more attention in the years
to come.

[11:00]

I may add just one thing. It was confirmed

to me at a recent meeting that within the

next two years the province to the east of

us will put virtually all of its doctors on

salary. I think it's fair to assume that we will

have a significant influx of specialists in par-

ticular, but doctors in general, to this prov-
ince because of that.

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary on
this.

Mr. M artel: In view of the fact that doc-

tors in the Sudbury region some weeks ago
had an all-day study session apparently be-

cause of the bad relationship between the

ministry and the OMA, is there not some way
in which this growing mistrust between doc-

tors and government can be healed so that

we don't have these frequent walkouts?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not as long as you
are around, no.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I find it very intriguing

that this question comes from that corner

of the House-
Mr. Mattel: I was the one who said they

should have the right to go on strike.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —given all the efforts

that the member's party has conducted in

recent times to discredit the medical pro-
fession in this province.

Mr. Martel: They didn't go on strike

against us, they went on strike against you.
Don't be such a dummy.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I think they were

talking about politicians, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Lewis: The minister is lucky he has

legislative immunity for making statements

like that. He wouldn't dare say those things
outside. He wouldn't dare say it outside.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I've said it outside.

Interjections.
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Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. minister please

continue with the answer?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I told the member's

colleague, the member for Parkdale (Mr.

Dukszta), on several occasions that in my
opinion the NDP was trying in the most

recent electoral contest to dance into power
on the corpse of the medical profession of

the province.

Mr. Lewis: As a matter of fact, we are

the only party the doctors trust in this

province, as it happens.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We got a lot of votes

from the doctors.

Mr. Lewis: It is true. I can count each

and every one of them.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. minister con-

tinue the answer to the question?

Mr. Lewis: I hope that got on to Hansard.

I hope Hansard has that interjection.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: How much time have

we got?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Stay healthy, Martel.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, in recent

months, the member should know, and if

he doesn't know I'll tell him, we have

established with the OMA a joint committee

between the medical association and the

Ministry of Health to look at the whole

question of health spending as it relates to

the provision of medical services. I'm hope-
ful that out of that process and out of the

regular liaison which there is between the

OMA and the college with me as Minister

of Health and my senior officials, that we
can start to address some of those concerns.

Let me say further that I think one of the

concerns is that unrealistic expectation on
the part of some practitioners that somehow
we're going to turn back the clock to the

days prior to universal medicare. Any prac-
titioner who thinks that the clock can be
turned back is really living in a fantasy land.

Mr. Martel: That is not it at all.

Mr. Lewis: You forced them into OHIP.

ORGANIZED CRIME

Mr. di Santo: I have a question of the

Attorney General. Since, on the advice of the

Solicitor General and the law enforcement

officers, he expressed opposition to a public

inquiry into organized crime, and in view of

the fact that the publicity of the CBC pro-

grams and the media reports have deeply

perturbed the ethnic communities involved,
the vast majority of whom have nothing to do
with organized crime and have contributed

much and are contributing to our society,

could he tell the House what would be the

circumstance that would make him decide

that a public inquiry is necessary?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, it's im-

possible for me at this time to speculate as

to what those circumstances might be. It

may be of interest to the hon. member, and
to other members, that the federal and pro-
vincial Attorneys General met for the past
two days in Ottawa. At that time, the dis-

cussion of the wisdom or usefulness of a

public inquiry into organized crime was dis-

cussed at some length. It was almost the

unanimous view of all Attorneys General, the

federal Attorney General and the provincial

Attorneys General, that such an inquiry
would serve no useful purpose in their re-

specive provinces, with the exception of Que-
bec, of course, which has had a fairly exten-

sive probe mandate which closes at the end
of July.

The position of the Attorney General in

Quebec is that they see both positive and

negative aspects of their inquiry. They wish

to have some time to assess its value to deter-

mine whether or not they would wish to

continue such an inquiry.

The Attorney General for British Columbia
said that they were still reviewing the feasi-

bility of such an inquiry but had no imme-
diate plans for one.

So, I think the position of the Solicitor

General and myself, so far as recommending
any judicial inquiry, is to continue to moni-

toi this situation closely. If at some date in

the future—without predicting what those

circumstances could be—it would appear to

be in the public interest to have such an

inquiry, then an inquiry would be held.

I remind the member that the senior rep-

resentatives of the major police departments
in Ontario recently stated, unequivocally,
that such an inquiry would serve no useful

purpose and, indeed, could interfere ad-

versely , with on-going investigations. There

are also some 60 to 70 individuals who have
been charged, whose cases are presently be-

fore the courts, who are suspecte4 of orga-

nized crime involvement; and there is a con-

cern that any public inquiry would interfere

unfairly with the conduct of those trial's.

At the present time, the view of our senior

police officers—a view with which the Solici-

tor General and I concur—is that the most

effective way to proceed is to continue to

investigate—'and the province supplied the

OPP with some additional resources very

recently with respect to the investigation of

organized crime—and to prosecute these

people in the courts.
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I should say before conclusion, Mr. Speak-

er, that I share the member's concern in re-

lation to the fact that some minority groups
have been singled out as being active in this

area. I agree with him that those indivduals

in no way reflect the overall communities

which are certainly as law-abiding as any
other community in the province.

Mr. di Santo: Supplementary: I appreciate
the answer of the Attorney General, but in

view of the existing uncertainty which has

been dragging on since 1972 when his prede-
cessor made a similar statement, would he
make a detailed public statement in order

to clear minority groups that have been

singled out to prevent innocent reputations
from being smeared and racism being un-
leashed?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can make a state-

ment to the Legislature, but I thought that

I had already made it quite clear. I think

the member is undoubtedly concerned with
the Canadian Italian community in particular
and I will say very categorically that that

community is every bit as law-abiding as anv
other community in the Canadian fabric. If

anyone attempts to draw inferences to the

contrary by reason of the fact that certain

people have been given a high profile, then
I just say that those inferences are totally

groundless.

Mr. Reid: Would the Attorney General

agree that the amount of organized crime in

the province of Ontario has increased dras-

tically in the last few years? Can he indicate

to the House whether it is a matter of the

present laws as they exist, which are mostly
under the federal jurisdiction, or whether it's

the problem with the backlog in the courts
or the competence of the police in this matter
that has allowed organized crime to grow to
the extent it has in Ontario in the last few
years?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I don't agree that

organized crime has increased drastically in
the last few years in Ontario. I don't agree
with that at all. I can tell the member that
•-he police resources that have been allocated
to this problem have increased dramatically
and, as a result, they are much better able
to cope with the problem now than they were
10 years ago. But there's no evidence to indi-
cate that it's increased drastically. Insofar as

many figures were identified in Ontario in the
CBC program, the identity of these individuals
and their suspected activities have been
known for many years in this province.
With respect to dealing with it, I have

instructed my ministry to establish perhaps a
more co-ordinated effort with respect to

prosecuting any cases that have any possible
characteristic or dimension of organized crime

and have urged them to press for early trial

dates. This is being done. The fact that a

number of arrests have been made in recent

months—and we are optimistic about the re-

sults of most of these cases—indicates some

support for the police position that the situa-

tion is handled more effectively through the

traditional methods of adequate investigation

and forceful prosecution.
At the same time, I should remind mem-

bers of the Legislature that in providing this

traditional approach we also provide certain

traditional safeguards that cannot be provided
in public inquiries when evidence is intro-

duced, as the hon. member well knows, on

the basis sometimes of the most idle rumour
and gossip and where people's reputations,

often unfairly, are damaged' beyond repair. I

think every member of the Legislature should

be concerned with the importance of main-

taining these traditional safeguards.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: No, I think we should get on
with another question. I will call on the hon.

member for Durham West with a question.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, in fairness, that

is the wrong order.

Hon. W. Newman: You haven't even got a

question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It's been very

strongly indicated on many occasions, and

quite properly so, that one of the reasons for

extending the question period to an hour is to

give more people an opportunity to ask ques-
tions. When there is a lot of time taken on
the questions and their supplementaries, it

defeats the purpose of that. We can come
back to that question, if there is time. I call

on the hon. member for Durham West at this

time.

Mr. Peterson: On a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: No; there is no point of order,

this is wasting time. It is a very important

question-

Mr. Peterson: Of course it's an important

question.

Mr. Speaker: —there's no question about

that. Will the hon. member take his seat,

please.

Mr. S. Smith: We haven't had an answer
at all.

Mr. Speaker: It is your question period. If

you want to take it all up on one question,
then you have spoiled the purpose of ex-

tending the question period. I have said we
will come back to it if there is time, if you
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wish. It is an important subject. We will call

on the hon. member for Durham West.

Mr. Peterson: Every time you use your

judgement, you are wrong.

NORTH PICKERING PROJECT
Mr. Ashe: I have a question from the hon.

Minister of Housing. As the minister knows,

there are significant amounts of land in and

around the town of Pickering that have been

covered under various ministers' zoning

orders, amended from time to time, for

approximately five years. I am just wondering
whether the minister has any indication when
these ministerial orders might be lifted—

Mr. Cunningham: Where have we heard

that before?

Mr. Breithaupt: Yes, he knows that.

Mr. Riddell: Slip down to the estimates.

Mr. Ashe: —or under what conditions he

sees them being lifted?

Mr. Sargent: Tell him he ran for the wrong
party.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: First of all, the zoning
orders are remaining in place, as we indi-

cated we would leave them there, until such

time as the federal-provincial transportation

study was completed. I understand that re-

port should be due some time in July.

Secondly, there is a method by which

persons can apply to the minister to have

zoning orders amended for specific uses in

the area. Some have so applied and have been

entertained.

[11:15]

The third reason I have some concern

about lifting those zoning orders at this

present time is because of the fact that we
do have legislation now in the federal House,
in the form of Bill C-41, in which the

federal Minister of Transport has indicated

that if a provincial government or a munici-

pal government does not have land use con-

trols on land around airports then they
would assume that responsibility within the

terms of their legislation. I would prefer
that any control of that land in that particu-

lar area remain in the hands of the province
or local municipalities and not at the federal

level.

Mr. Ashe: Supplementary: Can we have

a commitment from the minister that once

the joint federal-provincial study is com-

pleted and has been tabled he will press
other ministries involved to make a disposi-

tion of whether an airport will proceed or

not, and hence the minister's zoning order

can be lifted?

Mr. Mancini: No problem, no problem.

Mr. Lewis: What?

Mr. Cassidy: Is that your government's

policy?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I don't

think that I could make that commitrnent.

Mr. Sargent: That woke him up.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: However, I think it's

fair to say that there's every possibility that

considerable reconsideration may take place
in that area as it relates to the airport. I

don't want to speak on behalf of my col-

league, the Minister of Transportation and
Communications (Mr. Snow), but one of the

very prominent members of the People or

Planes group is now an advocate of building
the airport out there, namely the former

member for Durham West.

Mr. Cassidy: If you learn nothing you
forget nothing, do you?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Rainy
River.

Mr. Reid: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have
a question for the Premier in regard-

Mr. Lewis: On a point of order, what

exactly was the minister suggesting? That

Charles Godfrey is now in favour of building
the Pickering airport?

Mr. Nixon: People and Planes.

Mr. Lewis: I'm sorry. Is that what he was

saying?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, what I was

saying is that during a certain 37-day period
the former member of Durham West was

quoted, I believe quite accurately, as stating

that if it was a matter of jobs he would be

in favour of the airport being built in that

particular area.

Mr. Lewis: Come on.

Hon. W. Newman: That's why he's not here

today, because you can't have it both ways.

Mr. Lewis: Boy, oh, boy. You couldn't

slander him in his presence so you'll slander

him in his absence. That is nonsense.

Hon. W. Newman: You just can't have it

both ways.

Mr. Lewis: In fact, I will undo my tie and

speak to you.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: Read it in the news-

papers.

Mr. Nixon: Bash him, Bill.

Mr. Lewis: That is ridiculous, The whole

thing is preposterous. You are too much.

Hon. W. Newman: It hurts, doesn't it?

Mr. Martel: Have you got over the smear
tactics yet? You reached an all-time low.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please. It's been

quite a day. The hon. member for Rainy
River with a question.

PROXY VOTING

Mr. Reid: I have a question for the

Premier related to a letter I sent him last

week in regard to The Election Act. Will the

government bring in amendments to The
Election Act this fall in order to allow people
who wish to vote in a provincial election the

widest possible scope in getting proxy votes

in the election, whatever reason they have
for being away from home on polling day,
and including people in hospitals and so on?

Also, if I may add, allowing people in

urban polls to be vouched for if they're left

off the voters list?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, this is not
a unique occasion the hon. member has made
other constructive suggestions in correspon-
dence to me on other occasions; on one or

two occasions.

Mr. Reid: I have lots of instructions.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As to the suggestions that

were contained with respect to possible
amendments to The Election Act, I will say
that I've had a preliminary discussion with
the one gentleman who probably knows
most about the Act, of anyone that I know
at least, and I do contemplate the possibility
of amendments to The Election Act.

Mr. S. Smith: What did the Minister with-
out Portfolio (Mr. Henderson) say?

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are contemplating, of

course, having both the DROs and the poll
clerks from the majority party. I mean we
are considering that sort of thing.

Mr. Reid: That was not my suggestion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, that wasn't one of

your suggestions?

Mr. Conway: Well you are finished then.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, we really aren't con-

templating that. But there are two or three
other matters that I don't believe the hon.
member raised that I hope we will have a
chance to consider here as well. One of

them, very frankly—and I hope I won't be
misunderstood as I have not made up my
mind and I have had no discussion with my
colleagues-does relate to the length of time
of the election. I guess it is just because I

felt on about the 34th day-
Mr. Reid: A week is long enough.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —30 days would be long
enough. I have discussed this, I know, with
the former Leader of the Opposition (Mr.
Lewis). I think we reached an agreement,

just on a personal basis, that perhaps cam-

paigns were a shade longer than they need-
ed to be.

Mr. Reid: Another week and we'd have
had you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh no, another week and

they would have found you out; and who
knows, it might have been a much smaller

group. However, to answer it very briefly, yes,
we are contemplating changes, and some of

those which the hon. member mentioned in

his letter.

Mr. Riddell: The fact of the matter is

we conked you out.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You lost a seat you
knew. Didn't anybody tell you that?

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period
has expired.

GRANT INQUIRY ON HYDRO
Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker: In reference to the point of order I

raised during the question period, I don't

know if you made it clear whether or not

you would look into the matter of sub

judice as it applies to the matter that was
raised in the question period, so that we
would know what areas surrounding the de-

cision taken by the Premier to call a special

inquiry would be a subject for the question

period in the future. I would appreciate

your advice in that regard.

Mr. Speaker: Petitions.

REPORTS

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: In accordance with the

revised House rules requiring statutory re-

ports to be tabled within six months of the

close of the reporting period, I wish to in-

form the House that the 1976 annual report
of the Ontario Cancer Institute is being
tabled today.

However, some delay is anticipated in pre-

senting to the House three other statutory

reports for 1976 which are due at the end
of June. They are the 1976 annual reports of

the Ontario Cancer Treatment and Research

Foundation, the Health Disciplines Board
and the Denture Therapists Appeal Board.

I understand that the 1976 financial state-

ment of the Ontario Cancer Treatment and
Research Foundation is being audited by
the Provincial Auditor, and that the report
of the Health Disciplines Board and the

Denture Therapists' Appeal Board are with

the printer.

Mr. Speaker: Motions.

Introduction of bills.
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, just before

calling the order of the day, the rules pro-
vide for some indication on Thursday as to

the order of business for the following week.

Suffice it to say at this point that we will

proceed with legislation and estimates as

we have agreed.
I would like to draw the attention, particu-

larly of the private members, to the balloting

which will go on in this chamber on Monday
next at 11 a.m. The private members who
wish to take advantage of provisional order

36 will be here, hopefully with their ballots,

and we will establish the order of precedence
for the consideration of private members'
bills starting in the fall. I am advised there

are a number of private members who have

not picked up their ballot. If they would
like to check this out they may do so at

the Clerk's table. We will be here for that

exciting draw on the American holiday, July
4 sharp at 11.

Mr. Cassidy: Will it be televised?

ORDERS OF THE DAY

SUCCESSION DUTY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved second read-

ing of Bill 7 an Act to amend The Succes-
sion Duty Act.

Mr. Peterson: Very briefly this is a bill

to change certain provisions of The Succes-
sion Duty to increase the amount of es-

tate that is not exigible for duty in the cir-

cumstances to simplify certain procedures. I

just want an opportunity to say a few things
that we feel about this.

There was certainly some speculation some
years ago when the capital gains tax was
brought in that the province may be vacat-

ing the field of succession duties. Certainly
that was one of the views that has been ex-

pressed by several people and in fact the

succession duty field has been vacated by
certain other provinces.
On the other hand, there are, we feel,

valid reasons for maintaining some kind of

succession duty level in this province, all the

while being sensitive to the fact that we are

competing with other jurisdictions, and the

competition is getting very tough, to create
the proper kind of investment climate. I

think this is something that probably should
concern the Premier (Mr. Davis) and the
Treasurer (Mr. McKeough). With the num-
ber of high taxes we have, as although
granted our income tax is near the lowest,
we are making this a decreasingly attractive

province for people to live in today with

onr very high taxes in various areas.

I think any government is always in com-

petition for highly skilled people and skilled

workers for industry. Industries have many
options when they decide where they are

going to locate in this country today. Cer-
tain other provinces, namely Alberta, make
it very attractive for industry to go there
and are arranging for lots of assistance and

creating a very attractive atmosphere for

people to go there.

Hon. Mr. Davis: And Saskatchewan.

Mr. Peterson: And now Saskatchewan and
British Columbia. I think one has to be

very sensitive to this, and I think in fair-

ness the Treasurer is trying to create the

proper kind of atmosphere that will keep
people here. I think when one looks at the

numbers, we are in danger of losing, by
way of slow erosion, some of the very solid

manufacturing base we have here in this

province. This is one of the things that

concerns me, and that is one of the reasons
we support an increase in the exemption and
in the size of the estate for succession duties.

Another point I would like to make:
Succession duty in many respects is a dead
tax. It just taxes the total amount of wealth,
not the increment, nor is there relief for a
decrease in the amount of wealth, but just
on the actual amount. It in fact is a tax

on wealth. Again we are going to have to be
very sensitive that we don't drive people
out of our jurisdiction with a size of estate

over $300,000.
Granted there are a very limited number

of estates that are exigible for succession

duties, but we are seeing a decline in the
amount of revenue generated from succession
duties. We are projecting less next year than
we projected this year and the last couple
of years. We are seeing, possibly—I can't

prove this, but we must be very sensitive

towards people of means, people who are

prepared to invest in a province, perhaps
leaving because it jeopardizes their own
position.

That's a very serious worry to us. My per-
sonal approach, Mr. Speaker, is to favour
those people who stay here and invest. I

think we should be very sensitive about

punishing people who invest. I don't have
any hesitation personally about punishing
the over-consumer, using the tax system to

tax consumption; but when people are stay-

ing, when people are investing in this prov-
ince—and Lord knows we desperately need
investment here, the demand for capital is

going to be phenomenal over the next 10, 20
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and 30 years, for transportation systems, for

energy systems and all of that kind of thing—

I think that we may want to be looking at

ways to work the personal tax structure in

order to keep that investment here, keep it

rolling over, keep it creating jobs and keep
it creating profits.

That is one of the problems that we run

into with the succession duty tax; that people
will go. We've seen an instance of that

with these phenomenal wealth taxes in Eng-
land where they virtually destroyed all

estates. They've substantially disrupted the

nature of investment and of business and of

accumulated wealth.

[11:30]

On the other hand it is not our view in

the Liberal Party that we should be en-

couraging the accumulation of great amounts
of non-productive wealth, because we don't

feel that's in the interests of any society.
But as long as it is productive, as long as

it is turning over and as long as it is

creating jobs, then we feel we have to be
sensitive to those amounts of capital. There
are lots of ways to escape these wealth taxes

now, in family farms and family businesses
and that kind of thing, but there are be-

coming so many loopholes to it that it's

probably not as meaningful as it used to be.

With those provisos I would just say to the
Treasurer that we support this bill. We think
it keeps pace with inflation, roughly, and it's

probably necessary to do that. Frankly, an
estate of $300,000 is not a large estate in

many respects given the fact that if the people
aren't encouraged to save and provide for
their own old age or whatever, they'll end up
on the public payroll and end up a burden
on society. Certainly our philosophy of taxa-
tion should be to encourage people to save, to

provide for themselves and to guarantee their

own economic futures as best we can, rather
than having everyone's economic future

depend on the state because we are now
realizing the costs of that. That's why we
have no hesitation whatever in supporting the
Treasurer on this particular bill and) in look-

ing for that magic balance 'between the two
competing forces that I was talking about.
We feel that the figure of $300,000 is as

reasonable in the circumstances as we can

possibly come up with and that is why we
support this bill.

Ms. Bryden: This bill appears to be a con-
siderable rewrite from Bill 42, which was
introduced with the budget ori April 18,
which makes one wonder if the government
really knew what it was doing when it brought
in its budget bills and then had to rewrite the

whole thing two months later. The particular

part that has been rewritten the most is the

question of giving a credit for capital gains
taxes as a result of deemed realization on

death, which is a very knotty problem. Obvi-

ously the government received representations
from a good many people who knew some-

thing about succession duties and1 has appar-

ently decided to rewrite it.

As a matter of fact, the whole Succession

Duty Act is long overdue for rewriting. I

think it started in 1892 and there was a

major revision in 1939. Since then it's been

strictly picking and poking at it. It's con-

sidered about the worst piece of legislation

in the field in Canada. We did have an ad-

visory committee set up by the government in

1973 to look at our succession duty statutes.

That committee's recommendation said: "The
committee urges the immediate repeal of The
Succession Duty Act and! the simultaneous

enactment of a modern amplified death tax."

The government is still turning a deaf ear to

that and leaving us with legislation which

requires a great deal of legal advice and assis-

tance and takes up a great deal of time.

This particular amendment does a number
of things. First of all, it raises the duty free

threshold for estates from $250,000 to $300,-
000. Second, it eliminates from the additional

rate of duty any individual inheritance of

$300,000 or less in the preferred and col-

lateral groups. Third it provides that in the

case of the capital gains tax arising from
deemed disposition at death of the assets that

have capital gains, the charges for this under
The Income Tax Act may be fully credited

against succession duties payable rather than,
as in the past, deducted from the aggregate
value of the estate at the election of the

excutor.

For a great many people this is a very
significant additional benefit in that for some

people it could completely eliminate duty. If

they had a large amount of capital gains tax

payable at death, it could wipe out the duty
payable on their estate.

Fourth, it provides for some administrative

simplification, releasing certain classes of prop-

erty without ministerial sanction. The minister

is given power to prescribe by regulation the

persons or classes of persons who may benefit

from this and the classes and kinds of trans-

actions which may benefit from this.

Fifth, it replaces an archaic form called the

affidavit of value and relationship by a simpli-

fied return.

Sixth, it provides for retroactive regula-

tions to implement the above new powers

given to the minister. This is a very ques-
tionable type of legislation, to empower
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people to put into effect retroactive regula-

tions. It also provides for a retroactive effec-

tive date, back to April 20, 1977, so that at

least the people who died since 1977 were not

affected by that two-month hiatus in the life

of this province when business ground to a

standstill due to an unnecessary election.

However, once again I question whether it is

good' legislative practice to put into effect

retroactive effective dates.

As a matter of fact, the Minister of Revenue

sent out a rather cheery memo to people just

the day the election was called saying not to

worry, we're going to introduce all these bills

as soon as we get back in—-she didn't put it

quite in those words—they will all be intro-

duced when the new government is formed

and you can expect that the exemptions that

are to be allowed in the bills will go ahead.

We intend to oppose this bill for several

reasons, outside of the fact that I think it is

a very bad substitute for a new Succession

Duty Act. Basically, we believe that the

taxation of wealth is basic to a progressive

tax system and the transfers of wealth be-

tween generations is an appropriate place for

the state to take a share of the wealth. I'm

not suggesting they should take all of it, but

I am suggesting that this is an appropriate

stage at which the state should share.

Mr. Nixon: That is good of you.

Ms. Bryden: Because, otherwise, we do

not really believe in equality of opportunity.

Everybody comes into this world with noth-

ing and they go out with considerable, but

the new generation should not have head

starts over other people.

Mr. Nixon: Are you going to take yours
with you?

Mr. Gaunt: You come in with nothing and

go out with nothing.

Ms. Bryden: However, this does not mean
that we do not recognize that there must be

special provision for widows, for spouses, for

dependants who are left when the deceased

passes on. We have always said this, that

there must be fair and generous provision for

spouses and for dependants.

Second, we have always said that the

family home, for the middle and lower in-

come classes certainly, the reasonably priced

family home, should be protected from suc-

cession duties. Third, we have said there

must be special provision to prevent the

breakup of family businesses and family farms

because we know that succession duties can
cause problems in this field.

I was going to quote from our party policy
on this just to clarify the issue, because I

understand there were some misrepresenta-

tions made about our position on succession

duties in the election.

This is the New Democratic tax program,

printed in our party program which was pub-
lished in 1970, and it has not been changed
since then on this particular issue. It says:

'To avoid hardship, instalment payment of

duties over a period of years will be per-

mitted and special arrangements will be avail-

able to prevent breakup of family businesses

and family farms, including payment of

duties in ways other than by cash."

With regard to the protection of the

family home, we're all aware of how house

prices have escalated rapidly, and what ap-

peared to be a reasonable exemption from
estate tax a few years ago, no longer pro-

tects the family home in certain of our major
urban centres. It seems to me it's time that

wc perhaps put some sort of an automatic

escalation on to the exemption level at which
estate tax or succession duties apply. It may
have to vary, depending on the average house

sales in different areas, but this business of

having to bring in an amendment every year
or two to raise the level is really inefficient

and people don't know where they stand

when they're planning for their future.

When we get to exemptions of the size of

$300,000, we are not just protecting the

average family home; we are protecting
some very well-off people. It seems to me
that estates of that size should be contribut-

ing a considerable amount to the Treasury,

particularly when the Treasurer seems to

have such a hard time finding enough revenue

to cover his expenditures. With a $1.5-birlion

deficit, to be reducing tthe take from succes-

sion duties at this time seems to be the

wrong direction.

The Treasurer seems to be favouring the

well-to-do at the expense of the rest of the

taxpayers who have to make up the differ-

ence or who have to pay the heavy interest

rates that we're all paying for that $1.5-

billion deficit of last year, especially when
one considers that some of the rather exces-

sive exemptions are going to people who are

very remotely related to the deceased or

perhaps not related at all.

I think the minister's approach is out of

whack. He is not producing a tax on wealth.

He is producing a tax that is only a token and

really is contrary to the principle of ensuring

equality of opportunity and the need' to break

up concentrations of wealth. There is no
doubt that wealth is concentrating in this

country, and the lack of a proper federal

estate tax is another cause, but at least the

province should be doing its part to prevent
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the concentrations of wealth, because after

all we know that wealth is power, and in our

society we want power to be spread widely.
For those who think that succession duties

should be abolished, as our friends to my
right appear to think—I'm glad they're to my
right now—I would like to draw their atten-

tion to the Smith committee, which studied

the Ontario tax system very thoroughly and

reported in 1966. It looked at succession

duties in great depth and came to this con-

clusion:

"To the extent that the income tax ignores

capacity to pay as represented by ownership
of capital assets, the whole revenue system

departs from the principle of ability to pay.
Taxes based on wealth can mitigate this de-

ficiency and increase the general equity of

the tax system."
There are many other writers on taxes

who have corroborated that view.

Despite these conclusions, the Ontario gov-
ernment remains in the field but has been

steadily eroding the base by repeatedly rais-

ing the exemptions beyond
1 what is a reason-

able level. As a result, the revenue yield has

dropped from a high of $88 million in 1973-

74 to an estimated $56 million in the present
fiscal year. Succession duties and estate tax

payments from the federal government
amounted to 3.8 per cent of our total rev-

enue in 1964-1965. They now amount to less

than half of one per cent of our total pro-
vincial revenue.

[11:45]

I will concede that some of the revenue
loss is due to improvement in the equity
of the succession duty system in this prov-
ince. With all this tinkering year by year,

they are bound to do some good things. But
it seems to me the principle should be that

you decide that a certain percentage of

estates should come back to the province
and, if in the interests of equity you reduce
the succession duties on one class of estate,

you should recoup that revenue by in-

creasing the rates on the estates with more
ability to pay so that you maintain a reason-
able contribution from succession duties to

provincial revenues.

One of the problems I would like the
minister to do something about is the
absolute absence of any statistics of a pub-
lished nature on our succession duty collec-
tions. We have no figures that show the
number of estates, the income classes into
which they fall and the amount paid by
the estates in the various income classes. The
sort of statistics that are published for in-
come tax collections are missing for the
estate tax, which is one reason so few people

are able to criticize it adequately or even

are aware of what it brings in.

Turning now to this new policy to let

capital gains taxes paid on death as a re-

sult of deemed realization be a credit against
succession duties otherwise payable, formerly
such taxes had been allowed only as a
debt on the estate. But, as we know, the

difference between that and a credit is that

the credit comes back 100 per cent to the

taxpayer. When it's a debt on the estate

it affects the value of the estate, but then
the dutiable rate is applied and a certain

percentage is collected.

I would like to quote one person's opinion,
Professor John Bossons of the University of

Toronto's policy analysis section, who has

looked into succession duties in great depth.
On the question of whether a capital gains
tax is a suitable substitute for an estate tax,

his conclusion is: "Substitution of a capital

gains tax for an estate tax can hardly be
rationalized on the grounds that it is an
efficient way of promoting saving. To put
it differently, if an incentive to counteract

the negative effects on saving of a capital

gains tax were desired, one would have to

take considerable pains to come up with an
incentive that would be as ineffective as the

elimination of the tax on estates."

He also says about the effect on risk-

taking investments and encouraging savings:

"While an income tax reduces income cur-

rently available for investment and reduces

the rate of return on such investment, par-

ticularly when it includes a deemed realiza-

tion on capital gains at death, an estate tax

in effect merely makes one particular type
of consumption more expensive, namely, the

giving of bequests. It thus reduces the value

of any return from an investment only if

that return is given away as a taxable be-

quest. Moreover because a tax on bequests
does not occur until death, it is heavily
discounted." So Mr. Bossons concludes that

it is not a very efficient way of encouraging

capital investment to provide a credit of

this sort or to consider that a deemed realiza-

tion tax on capital gains is a substitute for

succession duties. This whole question was
examined in great detail by the Langford
Advisory Committee on Succession Duties in

Ontario in 1973. They admitted that it was
a very difficult question as to how to deal

with this problem. Because there is a prob-
lem, I will concede that, of a sort of "double

whammy" on some estates. The problem is

that—say you had an estate with $1 million

worth of shares in it, which you bought for

$100,000 in 1972. At death, you would pay
$270,000 approximately—this is based on
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certain assumptions—in capital gains tax on

that $900,000 capital gain. You would pay

approximately $200,000 succession duties on

your estate after you deducted that cost.

But if you are allowed to take a tax credit,

instead of paying $470,000 between the two

taxes, which seems like quite a lot out of

$1 million, you would get tax credit for the

entire amount of your capital gains tax,

because it is more than your succession duty
tax. Therefore you end up paying only

$270,000 capital gains tax, in the form of

income tax, when you die, but you pay no

succession duty tax in that example.
If you had sold those shares six months

before you died, you would still have paid
the same $270,000 in capital gains tax, but

you would also have paid succession duties

on whatever assets were left in your estate

at that date. So assuming you hadn't become
a pauper, you would be considerably worse

off. So it is a concession, and it's a con-

cession that varies in its incidence greatly,

depending on what you have in your estate

and how many of your assets are capable
of generating capital gains or losses.

The Langford commission, 1973, did a

sample run of estates and found that at least

half the assets in most of the Ontario estates

that it was examining were not capable of

generating capital gains or losses. Therefore
a credit of this sort would apply only to

half of the estates and again in varying de-

grees. The Langford commission looked at

four possible alternatives to solve this

"double whammy" problem, and they found
them all flawed. One of them would be to

change the federal income tax Act; but they
didn't feel that Ontario could do that—

although that might have been the best

solution. They thought you could increase

the exemption under The Ontario Succession

Duty Act so that there wouldn't be as big
a double whammy, or you could change the

rates for the same reason.

But then, of course, when you do that

you are affecting all the other estates that

don't particularly suffer from this problem.
So they reluctantly did recommend a credit,

mainly because there wasn't any other avail-

able remedy they could see. They noted
that it is a non-neutral approach, it results

in a lock-in effect. You tend to hang on to

your assets until you die, and that's not

necessarily considered good for the economy,
that sort of lock-in effect. They noted that

it would benefit those who used tax shelters

during their lifetime, tax shelters which were
put in place with the understanding that the
deferred taxes will be paid ultimately on
death because it lets them off the death

taxes, and therefore, in effect, they never

pay back the deferred taxes.

Mr. Speaker, what we are being asked to

buy is a credit system that is highly question-

able, that will probably benefit only a very
limited number of very well-off people, and
will be discriminatory against others. That is

another reason we decided not to support
this bill. We think there probably are
better ways of revising our Succession Duty
Act to get more equity into it, and at the
same time to consider relief for people who
are severly hit by particular provisions.

Outside of that—plus my objection to the

retroactive regulation principle, and the retro-

active date principle which are other reasons

why we are opposing it—those are my
principal objections to it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion on second reading? The hon.

member for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

want to support the comments of the mem-
ber for Beaches-Woodbine and make a few
comments of my own about this particular
bill.

The bill represents a further abandonment
of any effective tax on wealth in Ontario and
that's why we're opposing it. The level of

exemptions below which estates are tax free

is being raised to $300,000, where it was
formerly $250,000. But it's worth remember-

ing that prior to 1975 the exemption limit

on estates was $150,000. The Treasurer, who
has preached incessantly about what a great
restrainer he is in this particular area, has
what can only be described as a peculiar
form of blindness.

We know the situation that Ontario is in,

or that the provinces have been putting
themselves into. It is the Liberal government
in Ottawa which has, to some extent, created

difficulties with the succession duty and has
made it more difficult for provinces to levy
a tax which we consider a perfectly legiti-

mate tax on wealth.

If the Treasurer will forgive a bit of

ideology on my part—he knows he's going
to get it anyway—the fact is that there are

many loopholes and means by which people
have benefitted in the tax system while they
are living. It does make sense that there is

an inter-generational tax on death in order
to catch up with some of those things that

are permitted during the lifetime of some-

body who's piling up an estate.

It's just a reasonable part of an overall

tax system. If you don't get it at one point

you should be able to have a crack at it later.

If the Treasurer believes that we should
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have a wealth tax instead, then let him say

so. Rut he has this ideological commitment
to saying that there should be no tax at

death. I've always thought the best taxpayer
was a dead taxpayer, because he can't fight

back. Rut the government seems to believe

otherwise. It thinks there should be far

more compassion shown for people when

they die—in the money they leave behind—
than for people while they are living.

It's particularly objectionable to see this

kind of tax expenditure by the government
taking place when it has dragged its feet

in so many other ways, and used the call

of restraint in order to justify it.

I've talked about the distortion of priori-

ties represented by the fact that in a year
when grants to municipalities as the Treas-

urer said last night, are up by 12 per cent

or something less than that, when the spend-

ing on government programs in many cases

is below nine per cent of an increase, when
the new Minister of Community and Social

Services, the bleeding heart radical from

Kingston, came in and very quickly found
himself pared down by the cabinet and
was able to give only an eight per cent

increase in social assistance benefits for

people who are handicapped, disabled or

legitimately in need-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Would
the hon. member return to the principle of

this particular bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I'm seeking
to put in perspective the undue generosity
which is being shown to the estates of dead
people, compared with the way that this

government deals with living people in the

province at this time.

Mr. Makarchuk: That's important.

Mr. Cassidy: When the Minister of Labour
(R. Stephenson) has clearly been stared

down bv the right wingers in cabinet when
she tried to get-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I

would ask you to come back to the principle
of the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: This is the principle of the

bill, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: This Chair does not

agree. Will you return to the principle of
the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: Ry all means, Mr. Speaker. I

accept your authority in these matters.

Mr. Rreithaupt: This is leadership, you
know.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: The campaign is

on.

Mr. Cassidy: When the government fails

to move in all of those areas—I was going
to mention the minimum wage but I won't
mention any more in view of what you say-
but then turns around and gives a 100 per
cent increase in the exemption level on es-

tate duties well that's pretty ridiculous, it

really is pretty ridiculous. This is a tax ex-

penditure which should be contrasted with

other areas where the government chose

not to expend taxpayers' money. It gave
substantial benefit to dead taxpayers of great
wealth and of great means.

I want to go back for a second to the

budget that was given in 1975 by the pres-
ent Treasurer. At that time he made pretty
clear what was going to happen. The
$150,000 allowance was increased to $250,-

000, The basic exemption for gift tax was
raised from $2,000 to $5,000 and the overall

exemption for gift tax was raised from $10,-

000 to $25,000.

[12:00]

With the most recent changes—we will

come to these later I guess—the gift tax side,

which is the loophole to avoid succession

duty while you are living, has been increased

in two years by fivefold from $2,000 to

$10,000 a year for each individual and from

$10,000 to $50,000 overall. That is another

loophole created in order to permit people
to avoid a legitimate tax on wealth at death,

and we are very upset about it.

What is also worth recalling is—like the

curate's egg, not everything that the Treas-

urer does is all bad—in that particular budget
of two years ago there was for the first time

recognition of the particular problems of

small family businesses and of the family
farm. The forgiveness period on estate duty
for family farms had been 25 years-^a period
which was unduly long. A couple of un-

expected deaths between generations and we
could find a grandson owning a farm and

very seriously encumbered with estate duty
liabilities which should not have been put
on to that particular family farm situation.

The period was reduced to 10 years, a

length of time which we feel, and felt at

the time was unrealistic. The Treasurer

knows this. I am not sure whether he made

any speeches about this during the course

of the campaign, but he might have re-

minded his leader that the New Democratic

Party supported that special treatment for

the family farm in giving farmers who were

passing a farm from one generation to an-

other the right to work off succession duty
liabilities by simply keeping the farm in

the family for a period of 10 years.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: Bully for you.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. He might have said

that during the course of the campaign.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am sure we did.

Mr. Cassidy: They certainly did not. The
government representatives certainly did not.

The Premier in particular went up and down
the province misrepresenting the position of

the NDP on the question of succession duty
as it applied to farmers, and that was just
all of a piece with the kind of campaign
that the Conservative Party ran through the

province on every issue.

I have one speech which the Premier gave.
This was in St. Catharines to a PC nomi-
nation meeting. It is significant I think that

that was one riding he couldn't keep his

hands on. He said that in order to protect
the farming community and advance the

preservation of agricultural farm land—how
they do wrap themselves in great principles
—there were specific measures to assist farm-
ers. He talks about the small family farmer,
and then he says: "We think, in response
to the need to preserve the family farm, that

it is fair to have raised the exemption for

succession duties to $300,000 to take into

account increased, equity and increased value
for farm lands and to encourage farmers to

pass on those lands to their children."

He went on to say: "The NDP on the

one hand talks about preserving agricultural

land and on the other hand says Ontario

could be collecting an extra $100 million in

succession duties if it weren't so committed
to giving further privileges to people with
wealth when they die." He called that an

inconsistency in the NDP's approach. The
fact is that we had been utterly consistent

when it comes to our approach to succes-

sion duties on farmers and it is the gov-
ernment which has been misleading and mis-

representing the position before the agri-
cultural community of the province.

The increase in succession duties which is

put here is a concession to the urban rich,

to people the Treasurer and his party hope
will continue to support the Conservative

Party. It is not a concession to farmers be-
cause farmers are already protected. If they
are legitimately in the business of farming,
they are already protected because of the

10-year rule that allows them to work off all

liabilities to succession duty whether their

farm is worth $100,000, $300,000 or $1 mil-
lion when they die.

We support that particular exemption. We
do not support the misrepresentations made
by the Treasurer and by the Premier. I

think it is a real derogation in this Legis-
lature for that kind of statement to be made.

If you read this year's budget, Mr. Speaker,

you can see the kind of line that the Treas-

urer is putting. God knows, he is inconsistent

when he puts this position forward. He
talks about the difficulty, because of Alberta

getting out of the succession duty field be-

cause of their oil revenues, and mentions the

fact that BC and Saskatchewan, the two
neighbouring provinces, have been com-
pelled to get out of the succession dutv
field.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not compelled.

Mr. Cassidy: They certainly have.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nobody ever compels
the socialists.

Mr. Cassidy: It's worth noting, though, that

the major estates in Saskatchewan are family
farms and—we've said it; the NDP govern-
ment of Saskatchewan says it as well—it is

legitimate for family farms to have an ex-

emption from succession duty. That's pro-
vided under the present law, and that is

effectively what is being done with Saskatche-
wan's move. But when they are right on
the border with Alberta, when it's only a

50-mile move for some people who might
come under that temptation to move to

Alberta, they are under a very difficult situa-

tion.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You don't know
what you are talking about.

Mr. Cassidy: If Ontario had taken the

position, however, of Allan Blakeney, the

Premier of Saskatchewan, not only would
we be preserving our succession duties in this

province, we would be going back to the

federal government and saying, "Look, you
created an impossible situation for the prov-
inces by backing out of the estate duty field

seven or eight years ago. You created the

possibility of jurisdictions competing against

each, and that is precisely what is happening
right now."
Then the Treasurer and the Premier of

Ontario would be sitting down at federal-

provincial conferences, putting the heat on
Pierre Trudeau and Donald MacDonald and
the other people in the federal government,
to ensure that by agreement we got a
federal succession duty which cfcmld be
distributed to the provinces in which that

duty was collected. That was the approach
of Saskatchewan when it took the uncom-
fortable step of getting out of succession

duties, and it seems to me that Ontario
should be taking that view as well. However,
that's not the position of this Treasurer; his
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view is that wealth should be exempt from

taxes, whereas he has no compunction about

taxing the little guy who is earning $10,000,

$12,000 or $15,000 a year.

He says in the budget: "As a further move
towards concentrating the burden of death
taxes on large estates"—that's as euphemistic
a statement as I have ever heard, because
what he really means is alleviating the bur-
den of death taxes—"and to allow for the

upward valuation in assets which occurs over

time," he proposes that the basic level for

duty be increased from $250,000 to $300,000
effective on or after April 20, 1977.

It's certainly interesting that it took a
charter for Ontario for the government to

make any kind of a promise about providing
some protection for our senior citizens who
are trying to hang on to their homes against
the upward rise in costs. The property tax
credit for senior citizens has not been
changed for three years. There certainly has
been no accommodation to the upward valua-
tion of the cost of living when it comes to
senior citizens on very limited incomes. There
certainly has been nothing comparable to a
$50,000 increase to compensate for the up-
ward valuation of the cost of living in the
guaranteed income scheme or the GAINS
plan that the province of Ontario provides
for people who are handicapped and for our
aged.

When it comes to a situation about money
passing to a relatively distant relative or to a
relative who has already had time to establish
him or herself and gel their own income and
their own career and their own position in

life, the government says we've got to give
these people an exemption which will give
them an extra income of anywhere between
$2,000 or $3,000 and as much as about $5,000
a year extra. But that is far more than this

government ever saw fit to provide for people
who receive the guaranteed income, who have
no independent sources of capital and whose
contribution to society is only recognized in
the fact that they get the pension and a small
amount of additional money from the Ontario
government.
Not only that, but the government clearly

says it wants to get out of succession duty
entirely. It has taken the first step, as has
been described by the member for Beaches-
Woodbine, by eliminating what the govern-
ment calls double taxation when it comes to
deemed disposition on death for the purposes
of the capital gains tax at the federal level.
We now have the anomalous position

where, if an individual decides to liquidate
his or her estate in their 70th year and put
all the money into interest-bearing bonds or

something like that, they will pay the capital

gains tax and then pay succession duty on the
entire amount of the estate if they happen to

die a year or two later. Should they un-

fortunately die prior to making that arrange-
ment, however, their beneficiaries will get
much more favourable tax treatment than if

they had lived. Now that is surely a very in-

consistent kind of position.
I guess what the Treasurer is saying when

he says that he's going to phase out succession

duties when the capital gains tax comes in is

that he doesn't see any other way of piling up
estate except through capital gains. There is

certainly an inclination there to indicate on his

part that there is no legitimate way for people
to pile up an estate and that the only way
they seem to be able to do it is through
illegitimate capital gains. I don't know what
he's saying, but certainly we disagree with
that particular approach as it is being put
forward by the Treasurer.

I want to point out as well that all of the

protestations of what an awful tax this is

really are misleading. The Premier of Ontario

wrapped! himself up in the plight of widows
and orphans who might be affected if the

succession duty changes were not put forward,
or who might be affected by policies of the

New Democratic Party. The fact is that you
can have an estate of $1 million, of $2 million,

or of $10 million, Mr. Speaker, and if it's

given to a spouse, every penny of that estate

is exempt from succession duties. There is,

and there has been for the past five or six

years, I think, no tax on transfers to spouses,
no succession duty at all.

In other words, a $l-million estate, and
that isn't poverty, given to a wife doesn't
attract a nickel worth of tax. I'm taking that

figure of a $l-million estate deliberately be-
cause if you get down to estates of $300,000
or $400,000 the amounts of tax are paltry and
insignificant, no matter to whom the money-
is going. I think I checked it out that if you
have a $500,000-estate, which is going to an
adult son or daughter, that the net rate of tax

is something like six or seven per cent overall
on that particular estate.

If you get a $l-million estate and it goes
to an adtult child, the tax is $225,000. In other

words, $780,000 or thereabouts can go. The
tax rate is 22 per cent and that is a tax rate

which is rather lower than the tax which is

paid by an income earner, earning about

$12,000 or $13,000 a year. This is on a $1-
million estate.

Mr. Breithaupt: Income tax has already
been paid on that as you have gone along.

Mr. Cassidy: That may not be. We don't

know where the money came from.
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Mr. Breithaupt: Well it didn't grow on
trees.

Mr. Cassidy: The point is that this is a

wealth tax, it is a legitimate tax and the rate

of tax is a very low tax. This is not on close

relatives. This is on people who have been
on their own for five, 10 or 20 years and, out

of the blue, this money comes along. If it is a

small business or a family farm special treat-

ment is given, and we support it. If the money
goes to a nephew, a niece, a grandnephew, a

grandniece or some other collateral relative

on a $l-million estate, the tax is all of $330,-

000, a 33 per cent rate, somewhat equivalent
to the tax rate which is now charged on

people earning $17,000 or $18,000 a year
in this province. It is only if the estate goes
to a complete stranger that the tax rates begin
to be particularly substantial or important.

Not only that, but anybody who has $1
million in the kitty or tied up in assets or in

a business or whatever or in stocks and bonds
down on Bay Street clearly has access to

high paid advice on how he can transfer that

money between generations and attract the

most limited amount of tax possible. There
are many lawyers in this city who are making
very substantial incomes providing exactly
that kind of advice. I would have thought
that maybe their incomes might even fall a

bit because the loopholes have been made so

big in this particular bill that you can drive

a cart and four horses through them with no

difficulty at all.

If somebody has a $l-million estate or

anticipates a $l-million estate, then over the
course of 13 or 14 years of prudent tax

planning, without having to go into any kind
of impossible dodges he can transfer every
nickel of taxable estate out of his handis and
into the hands of beneficiaries and there
won't be any tax levied at all. That's how
wide open the situation is now.

[12:15]

Mr. Breithaupt: All they have to do is

live that long.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: And trust their rela-

tives.

Mr. Cassidy: That's how wide open the
situation is right now, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: It's amazing how
many don't.

Mr. Cassidy: That's true. Some don't and
that's life. Mr. Speaker, I want to say in con-

cluding—and I say this to the Liberal Party,
to the Liberal House leader and to the Lib-
eral finance critic—that there is a section in

this bill which I think is very dangerous, and
which I believe that the official opposition
should carefully consider and that I hope

they will agree with us not to permit to go
forward. That's section 5 of the bill. I think

I'd better try and find a copy of the bill and
read it into the record. This is the section of

the bill which authorizes retroactive regula-
tions to be made by the Lieutenant Gov-
error in Council, in other words, by the

cabinet.

In my opinion, the right to make retroac-

tive-

Mr. Breithaupt: Section 6.

Mr. Cassidy: Section 6. Can a copy of

that be sent down to me please?
That effectively takes any control out of

the Legislature's hands entirely. As I under-
stand that particular section, the government
will be given power to make regulations
which could benefit one or two specific bene-
ficiaries. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I'm sug-
gesting that the government may be open to

doing political favours at enormous cost to
the Treasury and enormous cost to the integ-
rity of public life in the province.
The explanatory note to section 6 says as

follows:

"Section 6—subsection 1. This amendment
adds to the regulation-making power of the

Lieutenant Governor in Council those things
prescribed by the Act to be done by regu-
lation." No problem there. "Provision is made
for the form and manner of calculation to

determine the credit against succession duty
and the manner of election provided for in

section 7a." That's the relief from the so-

called double taxation. We don't agree with

it, but all the same it's legitimate that that

regulation power be added. "The regulations,
if they so provide, will have retroactive effect.

The provisions of section 6 are subject to

passage of section 2 of this bill."

Section 6(3) is even more explicit, and I

draw that to the attention of the Liberal rep-

resentatives in the House: "A regulation, if

it so provides, is effective with reference to

a period before it was filed."

That, I think, is a very objectionable clause,

Mr. Speaker. As I read it, that means that a

regulation could be introduced and passed

by the Lieutenant Governor in Council retro-

active, not just to April 20, 1977, but retro-

active to—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That isn't the intent.

Mr. Cassidy: I hope that the minister will

speak to it. If the intent is to simply—that
isn't the intent? Will the minister agree that

he will adjust the amendment in that way?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes. In that case, I don't

need to go on. If it is the intent that the

Treasurer will tend to this then that is
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acceptable to us, but I would be very un-

happy about the fact that this business of

retroactive regulations has crept into several

bills which are under the Treasurer's name or

related to his budget and we will oppose it

at every occasion. I thank the minister for

hi? assurance, however, 'and will look for-

ward to the bill to go into committee so that

that change, if no other, can be made to it.

If I can repeat, Mr. Speaker, the Treasurer

is opposed to any kind of a tax on wealth.

We believe that a tax on wealth through
the form of succession duty is a legitimate

way of raising revenues in addition to taxes

on current incomes and on profits. We be-

lieve that it's wrong to have retired from
this field, to have failed to exercise leader-

ship, to have failed to put pressure on the

federal government to bring back a succes-

sion duty which is uniform across Canada.
We think that Ontario is the poorer, not only
in dollar terms but also in terms of the equity
of our tax system, because of the fact that

people who are quarter-millionaires or demi-

millionaires, or who have estates much larger
than that, bear paltry amounts of tax, which
are ever decreasing thanks to the Treasurer,
while ordinary working people are being
driven to the wall by the combination of in-

come tax, sales tax, property taxes, and all

of the other taxes that they have to pay.
Thank you.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Are there any other

members who wish to speak to Bill 7? If

not, the hon. Treasurer:

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, very
briefly, in respect to the remarks of the

member for London Centre, speaking gen-
erally, I would simply say that it is our view,
on this side of the House, that a tax on
wealth in the form of succession duties still

has a place and a role to play in a bal-

anced tax system. We attempt to achieve
that. We cannot, however, be unmindful of

the competitive nature of a provincial tax

system from province to province, and for

that matter with respect to states in the union.

Mr. Cassidy: You are very sensitive to

Michigan and New York, aren't you?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think that in

terms of a balanced system this tax, for the
time being at any rate, has a place to play.
How long we will be able to maintain that

position—for the reasons which were de-
scribed by the member for London Centre-
is I suppose something which is debatable.
I'm not surprised by the comments of either
the member for Beaches-Woodbine or the
member for Ottawa Centre. If I, as Treas-

urer, were opposed to any tax on wealth,

and he has just indicated that I am, then I

would do the obvious thing. I would do
what Saskatchewan did and repeal succes-

sion duties. We have not done that in this

province. The hon. member is talking sheer

nonsense. He also talked sheer nonsense in

his budget address, which he is still trying
to squirm his way out of. He said, at that

time, and I quote, in essence: "A party such
as yours could get another $100 million out
of succession duties, that's how you would
finance some of your reforms."

I simply put on the record that if you
take the succession duties of 1970, escalate

them forward without any changes, you
would come to about $150 million. Every
reform that has been made in the succession

duty area since 1970 has caused revenues.

Every one of those reforms total, roughly on
an escalated basis, about $100 million. You
would undo every reform that has been done
since we started in 1970 or 1971 reforming
the succession duty legislation. Either that

or you would, I suppose, leave the present
Act in place and triple the rates. We reject

that out of hand.

I think, at some point, the hon. member,
instead of talking nonsense, should detail just

how he would get another $100 million. Just

where would it come from in the succes-

sion duty area? His Heatings about family

farms are just a little bit hard to take. Does

he know what a family farm is worth in

this province? Has he any idea what he is

talking about? How much support, by the

way, did he get from farmers on June 9?

That's an interesting speculation.

I'm getting worked up, Mr. Speaker. I

thank the members for their comments on

this bill. I make it very clear that section

6 of the bill is there to allow—and we are

making a significant change, obviously—for

credit against the capital gains tax. The forms

are being worked out. There was a change,

obviously, from the previous bill. I'm not

sure that the language is 100 per cent per-

fect even now, and that's why we have

allowed the Minister of Revenue the dis-

cretion which is there in section 6. But,

certainly, the intention of subsection 3 is only

retroactive to April 20, which was when
the whole bill came forward. If the members

wish, we can put that amendment in.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of

the House that the motion for second read-

ing carry?

Mr. Cassidy: No.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: All those in favour

of the bill will please say "aye".
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All those opposed will please say "nay".
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the 6th

order.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, what are you
ordering the bill for, please?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I'm sorry; committee
of the whole.

ONTARIO UNCONDITIONAL
GRANTS AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 6, An Act to

amend The Ontario Unconditional Grants

Act, 1975.

Mr. Acting Chairman: Are there any com-

ments, questions or amendments with respect
to section 1? Are there any comments or

questions with respect to any other sections

of the bill? If so, which section?

Mr. Cassidy: I think we may have been

responsible for putting the bill into com-
mittee. We have had some consultations

among ourselves though, and decided that

the points we wish to make on the bill

were made during the second reading de-

bate; so we have no comments on the other

sections of the bill.

Mr. Acting Chairman: Are there any other

comments with respect to any section in Bill

6? If not, shall the bill be reported?
Bill 6 reported.

SUCCESSION DUTY AMENDMENT ACT
House in committee on Bill 7, An Act to

amend The Succession Duty Act.

Mr. Acting Chairman: Are there any ques-
tions or comments with respect to any
sections in Bill 7? If so, which sections?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I don't think

it's necessary-

Mr. Acting Chairman: On section 1?

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, on section 1 then. I

don't think it's necessary to comment on

specific sections. We voted against the bill

as a whole. However, we would like an
amendment to be made to section 6(3) which
was referred to just now and I hope that

the Treasurer can prepare it. If not, I will

be happy to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Someone is drafting

something for me now. If you will just wait
one second. I am going to move an amend-
ment then, Mr. Chairman, to section 6.

Sections 1 to 5, inclusive, agreed to.

One section 6:

Mr. Cassidy: While the Treasurer is

receiving that, I wonder if he could explain
the marginal note to section 6 (1). It says in

the third sentence: "The regulations if they
so provide will have retroactive effect." I

don't believe that's true of regulations gener-

ally unless there is a specific provision to

allow them to be retroactive. Am I correct

in understanding, or in hoping, that the

marginal note is in error when it refers in

those terms to section 6 (1)?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I assume that means
only if it is authorized by this bill and by
this section. The regulation can have a

retroactive—I am not a lawyer—a regulation
can have a retroactive effect if it is authorized

by this bill. The suggested wording is that

section 6 (3) of the bill be deleted and the

following subsection substituted therefor:

"A regulation made under subsection 2 or 3

may be made retroactively to a date not

earlier than the 20th day of April, 1977."

Does that meet with your approval?

Mr. Acting Chairman: Any discussion?

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am
confused by that. "A regulation made under
subsection 2 or 3"—I presume subsections 2
and 3 of section 6 of the bill.

[12:30]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Cassidy: But subsection 3 that is

referred to is in subsection 3. I think you
have got the numbering wrong there. Maybe
you mean a regulation made under subsec-

tions 1 or 2.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No. It's subsections

2 and 3 of the Act.

Mr. Cassidy: Could that be changed to say

that, please?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Yes.

Mr. Chairman: Is it agreed to include

those words to read: "subsection 2 or 3 of

the Act"? Any further comments?

Mr. Cassidy: I believe that's acceptable to

us. I'm sorry I can't have a look at it, but

I realize—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: My lawyers think

it's clear as it is. Does this make it unclear?

Perhaps we might pass it this way and legis-

lative counsel, when they look at it, may do

something.

Mr. Cassidy: I think they have the right

to make minor amendments of that kind.

That's fine.

Section 6, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 7 to 10, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 7, as amended, reported.
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On motion by Hon. Mr. McKeough, the

committee of the whole House reported one

bill with amendment and one bill without

amendment.

THIRD READINGS

The following bills were given third read-

ing on motion:

Bill 5, An Act to amend The Income Tax
Act.

Bill 8, An Act to authorize the Raising of

Money on the Credit of the Consolidated
Revenue Fund.

Bill 9, An Act respecting the Registration
of Venture Investment Corporations.

TOBACCO TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. McKeough moved third reading

of Bill 10, An Act to amend The Tobacco
Tax Act.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to make a couple of

comments on the third reading of this bill,

Mr. Speaker. My comments will be very
brief.

I don't want to go back too much into

the principle of this bill. I just want to point
out, though, as Hansard doesn't record every-
thing that happens in this House, that a very
curious unspoken drama took place in the

Legislature last night just before 10:30. These
are the things that don't normally get into

Hansard; they are what people do or don't

do, and I thought the facts should be put
on the record.

You will recall, Mr. Speaker, that during
the course of the debate last night, the
leader of the official opposition reiterated

points that had been made during the course
of the election campaign and reiterated his

party's commitment that no tax in the prov-
ince should be increased by more than eight
per cent, by more than the anti-inflation

guideline. He was severely attacked, and I

don't want to go into that particular prin-
ciple or debate again.

What is significant and was not recorded in
Hansard is this: Despite repeated urgings by
this party and by the government party,
the Liberal Party refused to call a vote and
were not prepared to stand up for their

principles even to the point of dividing the
House on The Tobacco Tax Act.

We had determined that as far as we
were concerned this was a matter for the
Liberals. If they wanted a vote that was up
to them. We've indicated all along that we
supported The Tobacco Tax Act. In fact,
I've even suggested on a personal basis-not

a party position—that maybe we should con-

sider having an even greater increase in the

tobacco tax. But the Liberal Party which had
made this thing one of their three major

campaign issues three days after we come
back into the Legislature was not prepared
to stand on their principles.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Breithaupt: It had nothing to do with

the bill. We were just trying to save you
some time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Breithaupt: It had nothing to do with

the bill. Hire a hall if you want to make a

speech like that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Would the member
for Ottawa Centre resume his seat? I felt that

the hon. member for Ottawa Centre wished

to refer to the bill before the House. At the

moment I feel he is not stating any points

particular to this bill. If he has anything
further regarding the bill, I'd be glad to

accept those comments.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's just a point of view.

Mr. Cassidy: I am talking about the prin-

ciple of the bill and I'm talking about the

failure of the Liberal Party to stand on

their principles.

Mr. S. Smith: Come on! You are making a

bigger fool of yourself every day.

Mr. Nixon: Come on now.

Mr. Cassidy: It's interesting that they did

not take the step of sending the bill into

committee either in order to put an amend-

ment on the committee stage about the

specific tax and bring about what they felt

was a reasonable level of tax.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Those are the points I

wanted to make, Mr. Speaker. Thank you
for your attention.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Cassidy: Why does the Liberal leader

now sit?

Mr. S. Smith: Because it has nothing to

do with the third reading of the bill.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Treasurer.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: On third reading of

this bill, I would simply say that the member
for Ottawa Centre was completely out of

order. He repeated most of what I said last

night and I was completely out of order

last night.

Motion agreed to.
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THIRD READINGS

(continued)

Bill 6, An Act to amend The Ontario Un-
conditional Grants Act, 1975.

Bill 7, An Act to amend The Succession

Duty Act.

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT

Mr. Jones, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill 11,

An Act to provide Employment Oppor-
tunities for Youth in Ontario.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have any opening
statement?

Mr. Jones: Yes, my opening statement will

be brief. I don't think we need remind the

House of the background that brought about

this bill and the program thereof. It was con-

tained as part of several programs that the

government initiated in its budget and out-

lined therein the nature of the program.
Given the urgency which has been discussed

and confirmed, I think it's safe to say by all

the parties in the House, the program has

been going forward and with considerable

success.

In short, for those members who may not

have been here during the throne debate and

during budget debate where it was touched

upon, I would simply explain that it was
an inducement for both the business com-

munity and the farming community of a

$1 subsidy grant per hour for new jobs
created for young people. As the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) reported in his update of

a couple of days ago to the House, we have
somewhere in the order of 10,000 and better

applications approved, creating some two jobs

per application. We have tried to keep the

administrative cost of the program to a mini-

mum, working in concert with Manpower
offices across the province. Young people are

being found working in a whole host of

programs, gaining very vital work experience,
and training, disciplines, skills and contacts.

We are very happy at this stage that the

program has been well received by all sec-

tors of employment in all parts of the prov-
ince. We look forward to answering any
questions members of the House may have
at this time.

Mr. Peterson: I am happy to speak on
this. We will support it, obviously. It is in

place now and it has been stumbling along.
Any other move at this point would be
decidedly irresponsible. That is not to say
by any stretch of the imagination that we
would have created this kind of a program.
We think in many respects it is a very

superficial one. During the campaign, my
leader talked at great length about the kind

of programs we think are needed in this

particular province, particularly at this time.

Mr. Cassidy: And they were pretty super-
ficial too.

Mr. Cunningham: And you are an expert
on that.

Mr. Peterson: You listen and you will

learn something. We are very concerned
about the numbers of young people coming
onto the job market. The prospects are

some 200,000 a year, approximately, over

the next several years. These kind of short-

term, make-work projects, in our judgement
at least, don't necessarily go to the funda-

mental problems or go to the root of the

problems.

The only way out of the kinds of prob-
lems we are into today is a fundamental
reassessment of the private sector's role,

and in particular the small business role and
the small farmer and what they are doing
in the economy. That is the area in which
we would have put all our major emphasis
and the major funds that have been allotted

for job creation and work programs.

In May of this year there were some
134,000 unemployed young people between
15 and 24, that is about 12.9 per cent. Be-

tween 15 and 19, there were 57,000 unem-

ployed, or 13.7 per cent. It is a very high
number.

We understand the temptation that any
government has in a crisis period—and this

is a crisis period—^to immediately go out

and create some short-term job creation

program and buy them off quickly; to do it

with public works or to do it with an Ex-

perience '77 program.

I am not criticizing all of those things. I

am just saying they are an easy temptation
to get problems off your back quickly. To
a large measure some of the programs were
ill-conceived. I understand my colleague
from Huron-Bruce (Mr. Gaunt) will have

an amendment to assist the program as it

currently sits.

This program, as it is presently conceived,

opens itself to abuse. There is no question all

of us as individual members of Parliament

are aware of specific examples of abuse of

this program already. It opens itself to cheat-

ing. It opens itself to the situation where
a farmer needs help and the farm across

the road needs help. One will hire the other's

son and vice versa, and then they will go
back and work for the Other person. To the

tune of some $40 a week or whatever they
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will get some kind of bonus for that kind

of thing.

It also only affects, by definition, new jobs.

That is a very difficult one to determine.

That opens it again for a great amount of

abuse in these kinds of situations. Frankly

it doesn't take care of some real problems

where there are recurring kinds of jobs,

since we had to operate under the haste the

Treasurer did in these circumstances. Per-

haps he had no other alternative than to

draft this kind of a program, which as I said,

we are going to support; but there is no

question that it lays itself open for abuse.

The other problems, which we are aware

of as individual members of Parliament here,

concern cases where people who have per-

manent jobs, have been laid off and are being

replaced by these temporary students. I

don't know how widespread that is. I know
it is not in the Act, but I am saying these

kinds of things, in our collective judgement
and the judgement of some individual mem-
bers of our caucus, are going on and we are

not very happy about that.

[12:45]

I'm not saying that goes to the root of

the bill. I'm not saying that it's grounds for

scrapping it. As a temporary, make-work,

get-them-off-our-back program, it's not bad.

But in all of the jobs the government is talk-

ing about this year, all of the jobs they are

talking about in terms of students—some

45,000—all of them are temporary, 16-

week, buy-them-off, get-rid-of-them-in-short-
term programs. What we are going to end up
with in the fall, when most of these jobs
are finished, and next summer, on a recur-

ring basis, is having to go back into the

same kinds of programs perpetually. We
really don't think it's the answer for a sen-

sitive government, for a government that is

committed to free enterprise as presumably
they are across the street—because I can as-

sure you we are here.

It is the private sector that needs assist-

ance. I can tell you this, you can cure un-

employment tomorrow; just hire everybody
onto the public payroll.

An hon. member: They could even hire

you, Mike.

Mr. Peterson: But that isn't the answer
to the question. The answer is to stimulate
the private sector.

To that end, my leader laid out a very
comprehensive series of proposals during the

campaign. We still think they are sound. We
think they bear up to the scrutiny of time,
and we think they are still operative. I must
say we are very happy-

Mr. Cassidy: It's bad enough that he be-

lieves that David, but it's worse if you do.

Mr, Peterson: —with the reaction we had
to those proposals during the campaign; not

only from small businessmen, from fanners,
but from observers of the scene saying this

is the kind of program that we need. We
know of lots of cases where a small business-

man, with a little assistance, could hire isome-

body, not for 16 weeks but on a permanent
basis. We know of lots of situations that are

marginal, that can go one way or the other

right now, that with a little help could start

to assist on a highly decentralized basis, this

serious unemployment problem that we are

facing in th's province. I say with some regret
our prospects-

Mr. Cassidy: Why don't you name a few of

those situations?

Mr. Peterson: —for the future look almost

as grim as they are today.

Mr. McClellan: Elucidate.

Mr. Peterson: We don't see any immediate
relief for that kind of thing.
Do you chaps to my left here have a

point?

Mr. S. Smith: On the top of their heads,

they do.

Mr. Cassidy: Why don't you elucidate, be

specific?

An hon. member: How about $4 an hour?

Mr. Peterson: I just want to say that on
one of the concerns we have, my colleague
from Huron-Bruce will have an amendment

dealing with how long the employer has to

be in business previous to hiring someone
under this program.

It is our belief, as a caucus, that there are

some very worthwhile new ventures coming
along, new farming operations, new business

operations, that could use a hand in the

short run. There is no reason we shouldn't be
able to use this program to assist more recent

businesses than those that have just been
here for a year, in spite of all the definitional

problems. Let me assure you had it been our

prerogative, we would have taken a very
much different approach, no question about
that. And we will continue to fight for that;

we will continue to fight for long-term sta-

bility in the private sector, we will continue

to fight for long-term job creation. We will

use all of our policies, all of our tax policies,

all of our manpower strategies and every-

thing, to make sure that these jobs created

are not just on a temporary, 16-week basis.

To me that is the principal mistake in

philosophy that the government has made.

Having got us into this situation as a tern-
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porary measure, we will support it. Anything
else in my judgement at this particular time

would be irresponsible. But let us not think

that the very serious problems of unemploy-

ment, among young people particularly but

among "all sectors, are solved with these kinds

of programs. If you see the figures go down
a little bit in June, July, let that not give

you any solace, don't think the problem has

been solved. We will be back at it in Sep-

tember and October and next May and next

June. The thinking is far more superficial

than a government should provide, with your
kind of resources and your kind of people,

to assist in the development of programs.
With those few words, Mr. Speaker, I will

sit down and say that we will pass the bill

with the amendment that my colleague will1

be introducing. Thank you.

Mr. Charlton: I have a few short com-

ments to make about this bill on youth em-

ployment. We find ourselves very disap-

pointed that this is the only bill the govern-
ment has presented that purports to deal

directly with the employment problem. It's

also rather questionable whether this bill

does deal directly with the problem or not.

As the hon. member suggested, the tem-

porary nature of the jobs created by the bill

is not a satisfactory solution. But I think the

problems and the loopholes in this bill go a

little further than that. There is a distant

possibility that this bill can create problems
with permanent positions, jobs which have

been temporarily vacated, whether through

layoff or retirement or whatever the case. It

may create a situation where these positions

arc not filled now, taking away the prospect
of someone, unemployed for some period,

having the immediate chance of a perma-
nent job.

The temporary nature and approach of this

bill also means that in cases where an em-

ployer had intended to create additional jobs

for the summer period, that employer may
use public funds which this government
could be using in other areas to stimulate

additional employment. That leaves a serious

question about the effect of the bill.

As already mentioned, members have al-

ready heard stories about those people,

mostly in the unorganized and minimum
wage sector, who have been laid off, who
have been replaced by students and youth—
at a subsidy, under the prospects of this

bill—and who have been told to come back

at the end of September.
We understand the bill doesn't intend that

this should happen, but as I understand it

the applications for grants under this bill do
not very clearly lay out the requirements or

detail the past employment record of that

particular employer, whether he has or hasn't

laid off workers. It simply asks for a state-

ment that he hasn't. This in itself is going
to set up a problem and a headache in try-

ing to follow up complaints to the govern-
ment to clearly determine whether violations

have occurred.

It is also very questionable whether or not

any of these temporary jobs created by this

bill will become permanent. There have

been all kinds of figures thrown around since

the bill was first raised in the spring session

—anywhere from 25 per cent to 75 per cent.

I have serious questions in my mind that any
of these jobs will become permanent.

This bill does not deal effectively with

the question of unemployment and employ-
ment. It doesn't provide a permanent ap-

proach or a clear economic approach to the

unemployment problem. It's very clearly

a stop-gap measure.

We wish very sincerely that the govern-

ment, especially after the election and the

electorate's view, obviously, that the policies

of the government were not wholly accept-

able, had taken some greater initiative to

provide some new employment programs in

the province of Ontario, and we seriously

feel that although this bill will probably
create some jobs for a short term in the

province it really avoids the issue of jobs.

Mr. Speaker: Does any other hon. members
wish to speak to this bill? The hon. member
for Fort William.

Mr. Peterson: Your first maiden speech.

Mr. Hennessy: The member for Hamilton

Mountain mentioned that he's not satisfied

with the program put forward by the govern-
ment and I think that, in all due respect, it's

creating needed jobs and it's a lot better

than what his party has recommended. They
have recommended nothing, just a lot of

criticism, which is very astute for them. They
seem to be very aware that if you criticize,

you may make some mileage. I think the

concern of the youth is the concern of the

members of this House, and I think it's a

worthwhile program. At least it's a start. It

goes in some direction. It's a possibility that

these people who are working part-time may
be full-time employees in a while if they

prove their ability at the place they are

working. I, as a member of this government,

support it 100 per cent.

Mr. Speaker: Do any other members wish

to speak?

Mr. Peterson: They will rest much easier

knowing they have your support.
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Mr. Speaker: The member for Huron-
Bruce.

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, may I make a

few brief comments with respect to the bill.

I think in general terms my colleague from

London Centre has put the case for our

party with respect to Bill 11.

Insofar as a few of the details are con-

cerned, we have had from constituents and
others some complaints with respect to the

matter of a business having to be in business

for a period of a year before the business

qualifies under the terms of this legislation.

I see the point, I see the rationale, I know
what the ministry is trying to do; they're

trying to avoid any business being set up
solely for the purpose of taking advantage
of the program, and I think the move to curb

any abuses in that respect are commendable.
I simply say to my friend from Mississauga
North that if that were the case then I

would certainly support him wholeheartedly.
I think if a business is in business prior to

the announcement of the program, then

obviously the business is a legitimate one.

The business being set up in the absence of

any knowledge of this program should
indicate to all and sundry that it wasn't being
set up to take advantage of any provisions
under the terms of this legislation.

That being the case, I suggest to my
friend that if the business were in business

a month prior to the announcement of this

program, it should qualify under the pro-
visions of the program. Put another way, it

simply means that if the business were

operating on March 19, it should qualify.
I'm going to move an amendment to that

effect when we come to committee of the
whole House and I would appreciate it if

the parliamentary assistant would give that

matter some thought. I know what he's

trying to do and I know what the ministry
is trying to do in curbing the abuses, but I

simply put to the parliamentary assistant

that if the business were going by March

19, and going on the basis that they had no

knowledge of this program at all, I would

suggest that it is a legitimate business and
it wasn't set up in any way, shape or form
to take advantage of this particular program.

I put that point to the parliamentary
assistant and I hope that he will give it some

thought in the interim between now and
next Monday.

Mr. Speaker: Will there be any other hon.

members wishing to speak to this bill before
the parliamentary assistant replies?

Mr. Cooke: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member care

to move the adjournment of the debate?

Mr. Cooke moved the adjournment of the

debate.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before mov-

ing the adjournment of the House—and I

should have mentioned this at an other point
in our proceedings today—there's been an

arrangement whereby we would call order

number 23 on Monday in order to accom-
modate the Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations (Mr. Handleman), who has

to attend a conference. So first thing on Mon-
day we'll call 23 to get that out of the way,
then we'll go back and finish the debate on
this item, Bill 11, and then carry on with the

bill standing in the name of the Minister of

Revenue (Mrs. Scrivener).

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the House
adjourned at 1 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

BOARD OF INTERNAL ECONOMY
Mr. Speaker: In accordance with section

82 (2) of The Legislative Assembly Act, I

am today tabling a copy of an order in

council naming the following hon. members
as members of the Board of Internal Econ-

omy: Hon. Mr. Welch, Hon. Mr. Auld,
Hon. Mr. Henderson, Mr. Meack, Mr. Breit-

haupt and Mr. Deans.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' PUBLIC BUSINESS

Mr. Speaker: In accordance with provi-
sional order 36(e), the Clerk of the House
has today conducted the ballot for prece-
dence for the calling of private members'

public business and has today laid a copy
of the list on the table.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

FIRE SAFETY IN JAILS

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I have
the answer, by way of a statement, to a

question asked of the Premier (Mr. Davis)
in my absence in Ottawa on Tuesday of last

week. The question was:

"In view of the large number of prisoners
in Canada who have lost their lives over the

past year while in prison, what investigations
if any are being done with respect to safety

features for prisoners in provincial penal
institutions in the event of fire, and particu-

larly in the older, district jails?"

The issue of fire safety raised by the

member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan) has al-

ways been a continuing concern of the staff

of the Ministry of Correctional Services, and

especially so in the older physical facilities

which we have been replacing since assum-

ing responsibility for them from counties

and municipalities in 1968.

The three main areas of activity are: (1)
rapid means of controlled egress from a

facility in the event of fire; (2) staff train-

ing and development courses in the appro-
priate techniques; (3) as a result of recent
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experience, the physical provision of fire-

retardant mattresses.

In terms of physical settings, our priority
has been the former district and county jails

of which the member speaks, together with
all segregation and maximum-security areas

in our more modern facilities from which
egress could be difficult in the event of fire.

For example, the recently expressed con-

cerns of the Toronto Fire Department in

respect of the Toronto Jail have been com-

plied with in almost all respects and we are

working with the building committee to deal

with its concerns as well.

More generally, throughout the province,
whenever public institutions inspection panels
report, their recommendations receive our
immediate consideration. We invariably ad-
vise the sheriff in each location of what has
been done to implement the PIP sugges-
tions. Like the grand jury system before it,

the public institutions inspection panel
system is working very well. The panel
members bring a necessary community per-
spective and make valuable recommendations.

If, for any reason, a suggestion is imprac-
ticable, we tell the sheriff exactly why we
believe it to be so.

After extensive research examination of

mattress materials by the Ontario Research

Foundation, we have adopted for use in our
institutions a new type of fire-retardant

mattress which we believe is constructed of

the most effective fire-retardant materials

available at present.

Meanwhile, private industry is working all

out to deliver our initial orders for mattresses

to our specifications. Distribution of these

new cotton core mattresses has been evenly

spread out throughout the province to maxi-

mum production capacity, and every provin-

cial jail has now received its initial shipment
of the new mattresses. Deliveries will be con-

tinuous, with segregation and maximum-

security areas getting top priority, and with

medium and minimum security facilities

following in that order.

There are no padded cells anywhere in the

facilities of the Ontario Ministry of Correc-

tional Services, so that the question of re-

placing polyurethane wall materials has not

arisen here.
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It would not be in the public interest to

fully describe to the Legislature the means
we have adopted for the safe, rapid and
efficient egress of inmates from our facilities

in the event of fire, because to do so would
involve serious security problems. The ar-

rangements we have made represent a balance

between individual and public safety—the

optimum balance in each separate institution.

No two institutions are alike in the precise

arrangements we have made.
I'd also point out that we are subject to

independent inspection by competent fire and

police authorities in this area of our oper-
ations.

Staff training and development is proceed-
ing apace, both in the field and at the min-

istry's regional and central staff training

centre, with strong emphasis on the latest

techniques and drills. Whenever incidents

occur anywhere, there is a rapid and full

exchange of information. Teaching and train-

ing materials and methods are exchanged and
adapted as necessary to Ontario conditions.

At the field level, each institution is re-

quired to carry out a fire drill monthly, to

have a fire equipment list available, to have
a floor plan showing locations of all exits and
fire equipment, together with the fire preven-
tion and safety instructions.

In addition to the regular monthly fire

drills, each institution must in future mount
an additional fire drill during some of the

frequent visits of our inspectors to our
centres. These additional spontaneous drills

are expected to contribute s'gnificantly to

staff preparedness.
In all institutions, staff members are requir-

ed to test and visually inspect the fire alarm

system weekly, and the firefighting equip-
ment monthly. Backing this up, the Ministry
of Government Services or a contract agency
inspects the alarms and equipment annually.
The local fire department safety inspector is

invited to inspect the facilities within his area

annually. Ministry of Government Services

property management branch safety officers

also visit Ministry of Correctional Services

facilities regularly. When they do, they also

examine fire equipment along with general

building safety, checking each piece of fire

equipment to see that it is of the proper type
and in the proper location, according to fire

legislation and codes.

All institutions are required to have a fire

safety and accident committee, which must
meet monthly to review the institutional

situation.

Finally, all our institutions are equiped
with an MSA air mask for evacuation pur-
poses. Each institution has implemented a staff

training program in its use on an intensive
and priority basis, in co-operation with the
local fire department.

Co-operation with the local police and the
fire department staff is quite close, with both

groups going through our institutions for

familiarization tours.

Even with all the precautions we have

taken, members should recognize we are

dealing with a volatile segment of the popu-
lation, sometimes containing violent and un-
stable elements. We are taking every precau-
tion and have expedited and enlarged our
staff training in safety areas. I appreciate
what my predecessors in this portfolio have
done and I intend to continue to update and
modernize our facilities and equipment as

rapidly as is reasonably possible.

ROBARTS REPORT ON METRO
Hon. Mr. Davis: This morning the Hon.

John Robarts—actually it was early this after-

noon—was kind enough to present me with
a copy of the report of the royal commission
on Metropolitan Toronto. It is a sincere and

signal pleasure for me to now table that

report in this assembly. I might also point
out to the members of the House that Mr.

Robarts, together with learned counsel and
the secretary of the committee, are in your
gallery, Mr. Speaker, learned counsellor be-

ing Mr. Rohmer and secretary to the commis-

sion, Mr. Cameron.

Mr. Breithaupt: It would be nice to have
him back.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It might be a good influ-

ence on the member for Kitchener.

Mr. Breithaupt: It could be.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It might be an improve-
ment.
The report of this royal commission, copies

of which are being given to the members, is

of great significance, not only because of the

important issues it addresses but because of

the stature of its author. It is, I think, par-

ticularly fitting that John Robarts should be
die author of a report on the government of

one of North America's great cities. He began
his career in this House in 1951 almost at the

same time as the process which led to the

establishment of Metropolitan Toronto was

begun. As Premier 12 years later, he recog-
nized that changes had occurred in Metro
and that if Metro were to remain a world
leader in urban government, it must adapt
to those changes. He therefore commissioned
Carl Goldenberg to review Metro, and it was
Mr. Robarts who, after intensive public de-

bate, introduced the legislation that resulted

in the Metro government we have today.
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I trust the House will indulge me if in

tabling this report I take the time to set it

in historical perspective. Metro has benefited
from a system of local government unparal-
leled in any of the word's cities. It has been
and continues to be a vital and flexible sys-
tem of government meeting the challenges of

unprecedented growth and change as they
arise. The fact that the original structure of

Metro was not cast in stone but was modified
and reformed as the need arose speaks highly
of the people elected to serve in Metro and
of the system itself.

On April 15, 1953, Metro Toronto came
into existence. It was detached from York

county following an exhaustive examination
of the problems of the urban and urbaniz-

ing area carried out by the late Dr. Lome
Gumming. It was a federation of the 13
southern municipalities in York county and
was given the power to deal on an area-wide
basis with the services associated with rapid

physical development of the area. By 1957,
a commission of inquiry was able to pro-
nounce Metro "a sound and practical ap-

proach to an acceptable and workable solu-

tion." When viewed in relation to the ohoatic

state of most major North American cities,

this was indeed high praise for Metro.

By 1963, when Carl Goldenberg began his

examination of Metro, the need for some

change was becoming apparent. He endorsed
the Metro system but suggested a refinement
of it to reflect the greatly increased mobility
of its residents and the resulting increased

interdependence of its units. On January 1,

1967, Metro, as we know it today was

brought into being.
Times have changed once more. The days

of rapid growth having largely passed, we
are now faced with managing our urban
areas in very different conditions. In 1953
and again in 1967, the changes wrought in

Metro were designed to provide the services

a growing metropolis needs. Now we are

more concerned with the definition of the

political institutions themselves. Can our ur-

ban government be held to account for their

decisions? Can they assess and set priorities

for the use of their resources? Are they
accessible and responsive?

I have not yet read his report but I know
how much effort and thought Mr. Robarts,
his staff and all those who have contributed
to the study have put into these and other

questions and I am confident that the report
will provide us with a basis for continued

progress. Metro has been a leader in its

form of government and has provided lessons

for other municipalities over the years. I am

sure that Mr. Robarts' report will continue
this trend and that the leaders of local

governments in this province will look to

his report as a reference as they seek an-
swers to the governmental problems in then-

own areas.

[2:15]

In order that the report of the royal com-
mission on Metropolitan Toronto can be

thoroughly discussed by all interested parties

before the province makes its decisions on it,

the Treasurer has called for briefs and opin-
ions to be submitted to him by October

30, 1977. I want to add my voice to this

suggestion.
A great many people have an interest in

the way Metro is governed, as witnessed

by the interest generated by Mr. Robarts'

study. It is incumbent upon all those people
and groups to examine Mr. Robarts' views

and let the government know of their re-

actions. These briefs will be studied carefully

and I hope that by the spring of 1978 the

province will be in a position to propose

specific action on the Robarts report.

I know that this assembly will join me
in thanking Mr. Robarts for his unstinting

effort on this royal commission. It represents

just one more example of his contribution

to Canadian public life. While thanking him

for his past service, I also want to wish him

well on a proposed new and vital task.

If the press reports are correct, the Prime

Minister of Canada has selected well in

asking Mr. Robarts to advise him on those

crucial matters related to Canada's future.

His immense contribution to Canada over

the years established him as a great Canadian

statesman. No lesser man should be called

upon to help bind this country together

today.

In some respects, the task on which he is

embarking is similar to the one just com-

pleted. He has evaluated the political insti-

tutions that make up Metro and proposed

changes to meet the challenges of the next

decade. On a much broader front he will

now be doing the same for Canada and its

political institutions.

Mr. Speaker, the Hon. John Robarts has

devoted much of his life to public service

and has served this province well. Indeed,
he has already contributed greatly to Can-
ada and to the Canadian Confederation. Mr.

Robarts has faced many challenges. Perhaps
the one he now confronts is the most critical

of all. I can assure him of this assembly's

support and encouragement in his new role.
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ORAL QUESTIONS

OMB HEARINGS

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question of the

Premier, Mr. Speaker. In view of the fact

that the report brought down by Mr. Comay
and now the report by the Hon. Mr. Robarts

have both confirmed the kind of criticism

that we have been making regarding the

delays and high costs resulting from the On-
tario Municipal Board approval process and
both recommend a curtailment of the On-
tario Municipal Board's powers, is he plan-

ning to move quickly to curtail the powers
of that board, at least insofar as Metropoli-
tan Toronto is concerned? If not, can he give
us some indication as to what his intentions

are in this regard?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I haven't

read the report nor have I discussed it with

Mr. Robarts. The hon. Leader of the Oppo-
sition has questioned my colleague, the At-

torney General (Mr. McMurtry), on two or

three occasions regarding the situation in

the city of Toronto and the present hearings
of a specific bylaw—or series of bylaws, I'm

not familiar with all the legal niceties.

The part that concerns me, though, about
the general direction of the questions is

perhaps a lack of understanding that the

hearing really is partially related to those

people who are seeking exemptions from the

bylaw, or differences from the bylaw, and if

one were to curtail the activities of the On-
tario Municipal Board and if we were to say

by some legislative process that the city of

Toronto would have total responsibility for

its own bylaws and official plan amendments
without some review process whereby an in-

dividual property owner could appeal the

bylaws being proposed, then I'm not just sure

how this mechanism would work.
The part that I don't know that has

emerged in some of these discussions is that a

number of the job opportunities that we talk

about in this House relate to those potential

projects that certain people are seeking to

have exempted from the bylaw. So, if we
were to say, as a government, to the city of

Toronto, "You can move ahead with that

bylaw; it can go in place," that may free up
certain jobs, but I would say to the Leader
of the Opposition—I'm only guessing at this—
I would think that there would be a number
of significant potential projects where the job
opportunities would be very great, which is

really what the hearing is dealing with, and
this is where the problem becomes somewhat
complex.
While Comay has suggested and while

there may be some suggestion in this report

that one curtails the responsibilities of the

OMB, I think all members of this House
would be reluctant to establish a mechanism

whereby a municipality, whether it's To-

ronto, Brampton or Hamilton, has tlie right

by way of a bylaw of that municipality to

move in and take away certain rights or im-

pose certain bylaw restrictions on the mem-
ber or me or anyone else as a property holder
without some avenue of appeal.

That's what this hearing at the present
time is all about and that's why the sometimes

oversimplified suggestion that we just in

some way in this House say to the city of

Toronto "do away with the OMB hearing;

your bylaw can stand in place," would in

fact discourage some of the economic activity
that in potential terms exists and may result

because of these hearings. I can't prejudge
what the OMB will say but that's the diffi-

culty we face when people say restrict the
activities of the OMB. What do you say to

those people whose rights are being affected

in that process?

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,

having every appreciation for the fact that

any move is fraught with difficulty in as much
as there are some people who would like to

see the OMB stay in place and some who
wouldn't, the government has now had two
reports. Could the Premier tell us whether
he intends to move expeditiously on these

two rather lengthy, expensive reports by two

authorities, Mr. Comay and the Hon. Mr.

Robarts, to weaken the power of the OMB?
Shouldn't we be considering something along
these lines either this session or very early in

the next session of this Legislature?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't hear in detail

what the Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes)
said about Mr. Comay's report. Certainly as

a government we are going to be studying it.

I am not sure whether we are talking

about weakening the powers of the board. I

think that would be an unfortunate phrase
to use. I think what everybody is seeking is

a more expeditious way to deal with some of

the things that come before the Ontario

Municipal Board.

As I said in my statement, and I think

the Treasurer has already indicated publicly,

we are anxious to have submissions related to

Mr. Robarts' report. I will certainly check

out those portions of it relating to the

function of the Ontario Municipal Board.

But I just caution the Leader of the Opposi-
tion once again that, while a lot of people
I talk to would like to see things change
with respect to the Ontario Municipal Board,
I am still very concerned about the rights
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of people who can be affected by the mu-

nicipalities without some avenue of appeal.

I would think that the members opposite
would share that concern.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: In view of

the drift of those two reports that have been

cited, and in view of the statements just

made by the Premier about respecting local

opinions but also respecting their right of

appeal, can the Premier explain why the

cabinet has decided to order a rehearing
and start the whole process off from scratch

again of the Pinecrest-Queensway rezoning
in the Ottawa area—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: That's not a supple-

mentary.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are going
into a completely separate question, a dif-

ferent direction. That's a good question for

later perhaps.

Mr. Cassidy: I believe this is germane, Mr.

Speaker, if I could have an answer from the

Premier.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. No, I think we
should just restrict ourselves to a supple-

mentary to the original question.

Mr. Deans: Given that the Premier in-

dicated that the report and all of the recom-
mendations were far-reaching in their im-

plications, and I agree with him, doesn't he
feel it might be more appropriate to have
the report sent to a committee of the Legis-
lature in order that they could receive the

submissions, not only from the affected

Metropolitan Toronto areas but also from the

rest of the province where that's applicable,
and then have the Treasurer review the

recommendations of the committee rather than
have the recommendations go directly to

the Treasurer?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am only thinking out
loud here. I think perhaps the procedure for

this would be to have a proposed bill, which
would be based upon Mr. Robarts' report,

go to a standing committee of the Legis-
lature. Certainly this would be a very
workable and practical way of dealing with
it at that time.

I think it is the responsibility of the gov-
ernment to assess this report, to come up
with certain recommendations that would
flow from it in the form of legislation and
then have this legislation go to a standing
committee where that committee then in

turn can discuss the proposed legislation
with those who have this interest, with the
various municipalities. I hadn't anticipated
this sort of a question but I think this really

would be the practical way of approaching
it.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Doesn't the

Premier feel that since the submissions that

are made are more likely to be centred in

Metropolitan Toronto, since the report itself

speaks specifically about Metropolitan To-

ronto, but since we all recognize that the

implications of it are province-wide, it would
be easier to have the submissions submitted

to the Legislature, to a committee of the

Legislature, and allow the Treasurer then to

get both the submissions that are being sub-

mitted to the committee and the delibera-

tions of the committee before him in order

that he might bring forward some concrete

recommendations, which he then has under-
stood to have had some widespread, rather

than some isolated, discussion? Further,
would he agree that if he chooses not to go
that route, at least he will table in the

Legislature the submissions of the various

groups that are interested, so that we can
see them too?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would
assume that the Treasurer would be quite

prepared to make public whatever submis-

sions are made to him by the municipalities,
or whatever municipalities or groups react

to it. I think it would be the understanding,
of course, that whoever made a submission

to the government made it clear to whoever
receives that submission that they have no
objection to having it made public.

I do point out to the hon. member that

I am anxious for members of this House to

have as much opportunity as possible to

contribute on significant matters of this kind,
but the responsibility for government, none
the less, lies with the government; and I

really think that from a practical standpoint
it really is the government's responsibility to

assess the report, receive the submissions and
then make a proposal by way of a bill to

the members of this House.
If the hon. member wishes to see the sub-

missions—and I am sure there will be a

number of them coming in—related to this

report, I will discuss it with the Treasurer.

My own initial reaction is that they probably
will be released in their own local com-

munity at the same time as they are sub-

mitted here, and I see no reason why, by
and large, they would not be made available

to the members when they discuss what-
ever it is that the government proposes to

the House.

Mrs. Campbell: A supplementary: In view
of the fact that the Hon. Mr. Robarts, in

answering questions at the press conference
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stated that he had made certain assumptions
based upon statements by the Premier and

by the Treasurer, wouldn't it therefore be

significantly better if the whole matter were

referred, as suggested, to a committee of

this Legislature, rather than to have it go
to the Treasurer, in the light of that im-

portant statement?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I can only

think of one statement—there may have been

others, of course—that I have made or the

Treasurer has made as it relates to govern-
ment policy generally. II know there was

one, in a very brief discussion I had within

the last half hour with the author of this

very excellent report, that was a matter of

government policy. If the member for St.

George is saying that she has convinced

the member for York Centre (Mr. Stong) that

she would like to move, by way of an am-
endment when we bring in a bill, that the

boundaries of Metro take in part of his

riding, being in Markham, and add it to a

municipality here in Metro, I think that is

something she should sort out with that mem-
ber himself.

I confess, I said some years ago and I

have said it more recently, that from my
standpoint, and I think the Treasurer said

the same thing, we have established three

regional governments around Metro. I can

recall going back even further than that, Mr.

Speaker. I think I said at one stage that as

long as I am a member from the region of

Peel, Metropolitan Toronto stops on its west-

ern borders wherever it is—I think I then

included York—and also to the east. That's

the only area, shall we say, of policy that I

have mentioned. I repeat, I think Mr. Ro-
barts sensed that his study was to relate to

Metropolitan Toronto with its existing boun-
daries. I should alert the member for St.

George that the member for York Centre

feels very strongly that it should not go
north. I can speak for the member for

Brampton, and I think I can say for the

members for Mississauga East (Mr. Gregory),

Mississauga South (Mr. Kennedy) and Missis-

sauga North (Mr. Jones), that they share

that same sentiment.

Mr. Nixon: They say ready, aye ready.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's right. No, they

say it to me.

Mr. Cunningham: Supplementary: Given
that it is going to be over three years before

any of these recommendations will be im-

plemented by way of legislation, does the
Premier not find that to be a long and cum-
bersome period of time to respond to the

problems that must exist in a local govern-
ment structure?

[2:30]

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't quite understand

the question. I thought I indicated in the

statement we hoped to have legislation in

the spring of 1978. That, if my calendar is

correct, is almost nine months which is a

normal gestation period, I think, for any-

thing of great significance, at least on this

side of the House. I don't know about over

there.

An hon. member: It's not quite enough
for an elephant, but otherwise it's fine.

An hon. member: Gi\e us twins.

Mr. Breithaupt: Better nine than five.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can speak five times.

OHTB BUS LICENCE

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question which I

hope will be equally pregnant with meaning
for the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications. Can he tell us whether the

findings of the Ontario Highway Transport
Board concerning the Greyhound-Grav
Coach matter has been submitted to cabinet?

Bearing in mind his promise of April 19

that that report would eventually be made
public, could he tell us when it will be made
public and explain why it won't be made
public the day he receives it?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I think there are a num-
ber of assumptions there, especially the last

one. I understand the report is almost com-

pleted. The chairman has had a lengthy job
in writing the report. I believe there were
some 7,000 pages of transcript from the

lengthy hearings. As I understand from him,
the report is almost ready to go to the print-
ers. As far as I'm concerned, as soon as the

report is received back from the printers I'm

prepared to make it public. As to the state-

ment by the Leader of the Opposition as

to why it won't be made public the day it

is received, I really don't know what that

means.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: I may begin

my question by reading from Hansard, April

19, when the minister said: "I can assure him
the report will be made public, but I can't

give him the assurance it will be made public
the moment I receive it." What I want to

know by way of supplementary is simply has

hs been in touch with the chairman of the

board and indicated to him the fact that this

delay is causing a severe loss for a publicly
owned carrier each day that the report is

delayed? Has he done anything to hurry up
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this report which has been buried for a rather

long time?

Hon. Mr. Snow: There was a somewhat de-

tailed process that the different parties went

through following the completion of the hear-

ings. The counsel for Gray Coach had a cer-

tain period of time—I believe two weeks or

some such period of time—to submit his wind-

up to the hearings. He was given the option
either to submit it at that time or his two
weeks would start from the time the transcript

was all complete, typed and ready. The coun-

sel preferred to wait until the transcript was

ready. Then he submitted his response, the

opposition submitted their response and then

he had five days to respond to that before the

actual hearing was complete.
Since that time, the chairman has been

considering these positions put forward by

legal counsel for the two or three main parties

to the hearing. As I just stated, the report, I

understand, is in its final stages and will be

going to the printer very shortly.

WILD RICE HARVESTING

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the

Premier. What action does the Premier plan
to take with regard to the concerns expressed

by Mr. Kelly, the president of Grand Council

Treaty No. 3, as they apply to a request by
the Manomin Co-operative over the possibility

of mechanical harvesters being used1 to harvest

wild rice within the Treaty No. 3 jurisdic-

tion?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I say to the House leader

of the NDP that I will endeavour to get an

answer for him to that question tomorrow. I

can't give him an answer at the moment be-

cause I don't know the ansv/er but I will get
the answer.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary question: In

order that the government can take into

account all of the problem, has it received

communication from Mr. Kelly, and is it

'ware that Mr. Kelly is vitally concerned that

the individual who is going to use the me-
chanical harvester is out to exploit and rob

the native peoples of the Treaty No. 3 area?

Is the government also aware that such action

will have a very detrimental effect on the

economy of the Indian peoples in that area,

who are accustomed to growing and harvest-

ing the wild rice and that it is, in the main,
the major part of their livelihood?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am very aware of the

dependence of the native people of that par-
ticular resource. As I said to the House leader,

I will endeavour to get an answer to that

question for him tomorrow.

RENFREW NURSING HOME
Mr. Deans: I have a question for the Minis-

tei of Health. Will the Minister of Health
review the recent takeover of the Renfrew

Nursing Home with an eye to determining
two things: Whether the information I have-
that there has been a drastic cutback in the

number of employees as a result of the take-

over—is true; and whether, as a result of that

cutback, there is adequate staff provision to

take care of the elderly in the nursing home?
And, finally, a question which might be

joh.tly shared by the Minister of Labour and
the Minister of Health: Since those employees
had been granted collective bargaining rights

recently, just prior to the takeover, should

some form of successor right be imposed to

ensure that employees can't be fired? Some of

them have been as the result of the sale and

purchase of the home.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The latter part of the

question should properly be addressed to my
colleague, the Minister of Labour.

Mr. Deans: I understand that.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: With regard to the

standard of care, my colleague, the member
for Lanark (Mr. Wiseman), my parliamentary

assistant, had a call on Saturday, I believe,

from the member for Renfrew South (Mr.

Yakabuski) who expressed concern about the

difficulties at that particular nursing home.

My parliamentary assistant arranged to have

an inspector visit the home yesterday. He
reports that everything in the regulations is

being met as far as the standard of care,

food, staffing and so forth is concerned, but

to be doubly sure the supervisor for eastern

Ontario is going there today.

>I will report back once we have all the

reports, both from the inspector's visit yester-

day and the supervisor's visit today.

Mr. Speaker: Is the hon. minister referring

the latter part of the question to another

minister?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, there

is no answer to the question at the moment.
CUPE was the union certified for the full-

time employees within that nursing home on

May 27 of this year, but the part-time unit's

application was dismissed by the Ontario

Labour Relations Board.

The takeover apparendy occurred during
the hearings before the board. I am not

really sure what has transpired as a result

of this.

At any rate, I do know that there is a

single application before the hospital's arbi-

tration committee, regarding one employee
who was "unfairly discharged"—as he is

alleged to have said. That is being investi-
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gated at the moment. I am not precisely sure

what the status of the contract negotiations
is, but we have the division of mediation and
conciliation investigating this situation right
now.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary question to the

Minister of Health: Would the minister in-

vestigate, or have investigated when the

chief inspector looks into it, the suggestion
that they have now reduced the number of

staff from 43 to 28, and to make a deter-

mination as to how it can be that if it pre-

viously required 43 people to comply with
the Act and provide the level of necessary
care how can they now get by with 28?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The hon. member
posing the question really bases it on certain

assumptions. I'll wait for the reports. As I

say, the report I had this morning, via my
parliamentary assistant, was that in the

opinion of the inspector the home was meet-

ing the requirements of the Act and its regu-
lations. But I think it would really be proper
for us to wait for both reports to come in

and then make an assessment ourselves.

Mr. Deans: Will you make that public?

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary on this.

Mr. Mackenzie: I am wondering if the
Minister of Labour, in her response to part
of the question, could indicate whether we
can expect some kind of successor rights
legislation to cover situations like this in the
new labour omnibus bill?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am happy to hear
that we are having a new labour omnibus
bill. To my knowledge we are having an
omnibus health and safety Act, but no
labour omnibus bill that I am aware of.

There are successor rights presently pro-
tected within the Ontario Labour Relations
Act. The extension to a first bargaining situa-
tion is something which has been requested
in the past. It is a problem which we are

examining at the moment.

WCB CLAIMS

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion of the Minister of Labour. I wonder if

the minister would undertake to make it

mandatory for the Workmen's Compensation
Board to notify all injured workers who after

eight weeks of making a claim have not re-
ceived a ruling as to why they have not
received a ruling and when they could re-
ceive a ruling?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I would
if I could, ask the hon. member whether he
is talking about a claim or an appeal on a

pension, or just precisely what it is he is

talking about?

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I said the word
"claim" three times. I would ask the minis-
ter if she would make it mandatory for the
board to notify all injured workers who after

eight weeks of making a claim have not
been notified by the board as to why they
have not had a ruling?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I would gather that

it's a medical assistance claim or a com-
pensation claim based on an injury, rather

than a pension that the hon. member is

speaking about.

Mr. Speaker, we attempt very vigorously
to ensure that all such claims are dealt with
as expeditiously as possible. If there are
instances in which it is taking that length of
time to notify the individual workman that

problems have arisen and no payment is

forthcoming, then I shall most certainly take
the suggestion of the hon. member under
advisement.

SAFETY IN WORK PLACE
Mr. Mackenzie: I have a question of the

Minister of Labour. Is the minister aware
that a major stumbling block in the negotia-
tions of Local 326 Brewery Workers, in the

provincial jurisdiction is the question of the

safety and health of their members, and
that a majority of the injuries that occur in

that local' are on deliveries to hotels not
within the jurisdiction of Brewers' Ware-
housing itself, and they are not covered
under Bill 139? I'm wondering if there is

a chance that we can see this particular

loophole in the law plugged so that safety
on the job, and not necessarily where you
are, is the criterion?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am aware that the

employees of Brewers' Warehousing have
made that specific information available to

us, and it is a matter which we are ex-

amining in the drafting of the new health
and safety legislation. There are many work
places in Ontario which are not covered by
the present Bill 139 or other Acts which
apply to occupational health and safety, and
it is our intention, and has been our intention,
to examine each of those work places to
see whether they are appropriate for inclusion
under the Act.

TOURISM

Mr. Eakins: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Industry and Tourism. Given the

impression that he left this House with last

week, that he as the minister would be
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content just to maintain a market position

in tourism equal to last year's, which was a

disastrous year for tourism in Ontario, can

the minister offer any explanation for the

drop in visitors to Ontario from outside of

Canada for the first quarter of this year,

which is down a further eight per cent over

the first quarter of 1976?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I don't think there is

any question about it that Ontario does not

stand alone in the slump that we've ex-

perienced in the tourist market. Obviously
there has been a reduced amount of dis-

posable income put aside for the purpose of

travelling. Even with Ontario's good ad-

vertising program in the United States, and
indeed in other parts of this country, we have
not been successful in luring into this prov-
ince an increased number of tourists, any
more than they have into a great number of

states in the United States-

Mr. Nixon: Who has that advertising con-
tract?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: This past weekend and
over the past couple of weeks it appears that

there has been a change in direction and
that the volume of American tourists coming
into this province in the last period of time

appears to be on the increase, exactly what
we have been working for—higher spending
by tourists in the province.

Mr. Eakins: Supplementary: In the light
of the minister's reply to a question last

week on the decreasing number of visitors

to Ontario, when he stated that the situation

has been supplemented in its numbers by
Ontarians staying at home for their

holidays,
is he aware that in the first quarter of this

year, the number of Ontarians choosing to

travel outside of Canada has, in contrast to

his statement, increased and that the average
increase since 1974 has been 8.5 per cent?
Is the ministry doing anything to encourage
people now residing in the province also to

vacation here?

[2.45]

Hon. Mr. Bennett: We certainly are. We've
been encouraging the tourist promoters,
hotels, motels and other people associated
with the tourist industry to put together more

packages. If one reads the statistics about
Ontarians going out of the province in the
first quarter of the year—and I trust the

members all realize there happens to be a

climatic condition in this province that does
not really present quite as favourable an

opportunity as it does in other parts of this

North American continent-

Mr. Riddell: No, tell us about it.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: As a result, the prices in

some parts of the United States are less than

they happen to be in Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: What about all the cabinet

ministers going abroad?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: That we all recognize.
We've listened to the third party talk about
what it would do to stimulate traffic in the

tourist industry by going to a $4 minimum

wage position, which would be an even
further disaster for the problem we have in

this province.

Mr. Foulds: We could certainly reduce
the minister's salary to that.

Mr. Warner: Give him what he is worth-

nothing.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Let me tell you, Mr.

Speaker, that we can learn by the experience
of the American market in putting packages
together to lure tourists into the particular
area where you wish to have them. Ontario

has been doing a rather successful marketing
job. I think the way the tourist industry has

responded to putting package deals together
means we'll see a marked improvement in

tourist traffic in the second and third quarters
of this year.

DISABILITY PENSIONS

iMr. Swart: I have a two-part question to

the Minister of Community and Social Ser-

vices relative to recipients of disability pen-
sions. First, I would like to ask if he is

going to permit income earned by disabled

persons above the pension level plus the $60
to be deducted from the pension payable at

50 per cent rather than the 75 per cent, as

recommended by his Advisory Council on

the Physically Handicapped. Secondly, recog-

nizing that in reply to my previous question
to allow Workmen's Compensation Board dis-

ability payments as earned income so they

might also be able to retain some income
over and above the limited amount that is

paid to them, the minister's reply to that was

"no," because the federal government didn't

permit it, will he be making an approach to

the federal government to change that

policy?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Both of those matters

are under consideration by the ministry at

the present time and I will report to the hon.

member as soon as I have something further

to say on the subject.

Mr. Swart: Supplementary: In view of the

fact that this policy has been in force now
for several years, doesn't the minister think

there is need for some special consideration

with regard to these groups that at this time
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might require the provincial government at

least to allow its share, even though the

federal government wouldn't permit it?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker,
I'm not sure what the member is suggesting.

If he is suggesting that the provincial govern-
ment proceed on a non-cost-shared basis in

this particular area, then obviously I sup-

pose that's one option that may be open to

us. But I'm not prepared, without further

consideration of the matter, to make any

specific commitment to him at this time. I

would point out to the hon. member that

although this policy and agreement between
the federal and provincial governments has

been in place for a number of years, I

haven't, so please give me an opportunity to

look into it a little further.

Mr. Deans: That's how you happen to

avoid responsibilities: change ministers.

PCB SPILL

Mr. Bradley: A question for the Minister

of the Environment: In the light of the fact

that a leakage of polychlorinated biphenyls,
better know as PCBs—highly toxic, cancer-

causing and difficult-to-eliminate chemicals-
occurred in the city of St. Catharines on June
29, would the minister assure the House that

his ministry will take immediate steps to

require that all containers transporting poly-
chlorinated biphenyls be lined with protec-
tive material designed to prevent leakage?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, trucks or

transports hauling PCBs are expected to have

special safety equipment so that in the event

they are involved in an accident, such as

happened in the St. Catharines area, there

won't be the type of spill that apparently
occurred. I will look into that aspect of the
hon. member's question. I understand the

cleanup has been successful and there hasn't

been any extra contamination as a result of

that spill.

Mr. Bradley: Supplementary: Since the cost

and inconvenience of the cleanup that occur-

red because of this spill is a hardship on the

particular community involved, is the min-
ister prepared to assist by means of his

ministry in the financial aspect of this?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: In a spill of this kind,
Mr. Speaker, the company that is responsible
for the spill is expected to compensate the

municipality in the event the municipality is

put to that expense.

Mr. Reed: Does my memory serve me
correctly or did the minister not make a

statement in this House about a year ago
declaring that he was outlawing the sale and

distribution and manufacture of PCBs in

Ontario? Why are they still being transported
within the province?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The member's question
was that there was material containing PCBs
—I believe that was the hon. member's ques-
tion. I'm not sure where, in fact, the truck-

was going but I assume that it was for some

type of disposal.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary, the

member for Niagara Falls.

Mr. Kerrio: Is the minister aware that in

that cleanup in St. Catharines the authorities

spread sand on it and fired it and that it's

accepted that you cannot destroy the poly-
chlorinated biphenyls until you fire them to

2,500 degrees in a kiln? I wonder if the

minister wouldn't take it upon himself to

direct those people who are responsible for

cleanups of this nature as to how to dispose
of the polychlorinated biphenyls?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The hon. member is talk-

ing about destroying PCBs in furnaces—in
some sort of a contained area. It's difficult

to do it in that manner where there is a spill
on the highway.
Our information is that the method they

use is the safest and possibly the only
method that is known to our people. Not only
is there a cleanup but there is constant

monitoring after that cleanup takes place to

make sure that there is no contamination of

the surrounding area. The soil will be moni-
tored to see that, in fact, the cleanup has

been successful. But I will take the hon.

member's suggestion under advisement and
discuss it with my people.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for

Welland-Thorold. Is this a supplementary?

Mr. Swart: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: We'll allow this final, final

supplementary on this one.

Mr. Swart: I would like to put the ques-
tion to the minister: If I understood him

correctly, he said that they expected the

trucking company to have equipment that

wouldn't leak. Could he tell us what specific

rules there are and regulations with regard
to equipment handling these very toxic chemi-
cals?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: My information is that it

is a type of transport that is used in the

transport of any type of hazardous material.

It is contained, and it has certain extra

safety devices in the event that the truck is

involved in an accident so that it won't, for

example, be easily damaged in such a way
that there would be a spill-

Mr. Foulds: But you don't have standards.
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Hon. Mr. Kerr: Naturally this would depend
to a great extent on the degree of damage. For

example there was a truck in northern On-
tario that was hit by a train and it's pretty

difficult not to have some type of spill from

a situation such as that. But in normal condi-

tions when there is an accident in which the

truck turns over, it is supposed1 to be able to

survive that type of accident much more than

an ordinary vehicle not having this extra-

ordinary requirement as to hazardous material.

I will be happy to get more details for the

hon. member that would indicate the type of

transport and the type of enclosure required
for this and other types of material.

MACLAREN HOUSE NURSING HOME
Ms. Gisjantes: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-

tion for the Minister of Health: I would like

to know if the minister can explain to this

House why his ministry is permitting the con-

tinued operation of Maclaren House Nursing
Home as a licensed nursing home under new
ownership, when Maclaren House has never

met the standards established in The Nursing
Home Act amendments of 1972?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: When Maclaren House
was sold! recently to a Mr. Bordo, one of the

requirements of the transfer of the licence

was that the present facility, which is as the
hon. member says not up to the standards of

the 1972 Act, be replaced. We are presently
reviewing plans for its replacement.

Ms. Gigantes: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Can the minister explain to the House why all

requests to the ministry for information about
the future of Maclaren House and another

residence, Bellevue Residence, also owned by
Mr. Bordo, are met with advice to call the
new owner, Mr. Bordo? I'd like to know, in

other words, why the ministry continues to

leave the major responsibility for planning
adequate services for elderly in the Ottawa-
Carleton area in the hands of an individual
businessman?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, that last

assertion is completely erroneous. If the hon.
member had ever taken the trouble to phone
my office, I would1 have given her whatever
information she required.

Mr. Deans: Why should she have to?

Mr. Cassidy: Why should she have to?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The point of the ques-
tion is that when the facility came up for sale

our staff in the inspection branch met with the

prospective purchasers and made it clear that,
c
they were to go through with the purchase,

they would have to either bring the facility

up to the standards of the 1972 Act or re-

place it. The sale went through and they are

required to replace it. They have filed with
our staff, and our staff are reviewing plans
for a new facility, at the site of the Bellevue
House I believe, to house the people presently
in the Maclaren facility.

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary. The
member for Carleton East.

Ms. Gigantes: I'd like to ask the minister

why, when I've done all I was told to do by
the top officials of his ministry, that is get in

touch with the new owner, not even he could

describe what the new plans for those resi-

dences were going to be? Doesn't he consider

it a kind of inadequate planning service to

have a situation where a man controls three

nursing homes of the 17 in the Ottawa area

within a 40-mile radius but—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

question's been asked. It's almost a repetition
of the second one.

Ms. Gigantes: —ministry officials can't ex-

plain what the plans are for these residences?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The hon. member, as

is the style of that party, takes a wide brush

and smears all of my staff. That's typical of

her party.

Mr. Renwick: That's not so. You don't

like being questioned, that's the trouble.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The member for River-

dale should get off his perch.

Mr. Renwick: I have known the minister

a long time and he doesn't like being ques-
tioned.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: If one of my staff has

made a mistake or has not given sufficient

information, which is readily available, then

if the member will let me know who it is

then I'll make sure that it's investigated. If

they are at fault they'll be reprimanded. But

don't try to smear the whole Ministry of

Health. If the member has a complaint with

an individual, let me know who it is, and let

me look into it.

Mr. Warner: The complaint is with you.

RESPIRATORY PROBLEMS

Mr. B. Newman: I have a question of the

Ministry of Health. In view of the recent

findings of the report of the Essex County
Lung Association indicating that the inci-

dence of all serious respiratory problems,
such as asthma, pneumonia and bronchitis,

was consistently greater among 50 children

tested in the city of Windsor than it was

among 50 tested of the same age category
and grade category in the city of London, is

the minister prepared to implement a fairly



268 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

substantial and systematic large-scale investi-

gation of the possibility that air pollution

may be responsible for the problems asso-

ciated with the Windsor children as opposed
to the London children?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'll wait until I have

seen the report. I haven't seen it yet, but I'll

find out where it is and review it.

MERCURY POLLUTION

Mr. Foulds: I have a question of the

Minister of the Environment. What steps is

his ministry taking in view of the research

or John Wood of the Fresh Water Biological

Institute of Minneapolis that positively indi-

cates mercury pollution can be traced direct-

ly to coal-burning power plants? What steps

is his ministry taking to see if unexplained

mercury-contamination of many lakes in

northern Ontario may be contamination by
ambient vapourized mercury particles from

coal-fired stations in the US and perhaps
frcm Nanticoke?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As the hon. member now
knows, there are a number of lakes in On-
tario generally, as well as northern Ontario,
where there is no known source of mercury
contamination. There is a theory that some
of it may be by way of emissions that are

airborne from as much as 200 or 300 miles

away. We have a group of people who have
been working since last year, particularly in

the recreational lakes, Lake Simcoe and the

Muskokas as well as northern Ontario, to

see whether air emissions of that kind from

anywhere on the northeastern seaboard may
be responsible for the high levels of mercury
in some fish.

That includes all types of Hydro generat-

ing stations as well as the known or conven-
tional industries such as Ineo, Falconbridge,
the steel industries, and industries of that

kind where there would be a high degree of

emissions over a wide area. Hopefully, we
will be able to arrive at some conclusions.

I'm not completely satisfied that a lot of

this mercury we're finding is necessarily from
natural rock formation. I think it is from
.some other man-made source and that's why
we are following up on that. But we are

told by the experts that some of these emis-
sions may be coming from as far as 300 and
400 miles away, and therefore the problem
would be international in some cases.

[3:00]

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker,
if I may: If the indications are of a positive

nature, what action is the government will-

ing to take or to contemplate with regard to

the treaty of 1909 that set up the Inter-

national Joint Commission, and which spe-

cifically agrees to a prohibition of trans-

boundary shipments of pollution? Is the min-

ister's team specifically looking at the re-

search that is already published from the

Fresh Water Biological Institute in Minne-

apolis?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I would assume they are.

I must say frankly I don't know if our

people are aware of or have looked at that

specific study. I would hope there's enough
continuous communication between people
in this field that they are aware of it. Cer-

tainly it is the subject of continuous con-

versation and discussion at all International

Joint Commission meetings, as well as com-
mittees of the IJC, the Great Lakes commis-

sion, and other such bodies that are con-

cerned about trans-boundary pollution, and
of course concerned about the condition of

some of our fish as far as PCBs, mercury
and mirex are concerned.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Can the minister inform the House what
effect his statements today will have and

what communications he will have with the

Minister of Energy (Mr. J. A. Taylor) with

regard to Ontario Hydro's development of

thermal, coal-fired plants at Marmion Lake

and the expansion at Thunder Bay?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I don't want
the hon. member to come to some conclusion

I don't intend him to make. All I am saying
is that because of the inability to pinpoint
the source of mercury in many of our lakes,

we are looking at all possible sources. I am
not saying that a coal-fired generating station

may be a source, or an oil-fired generating
station may be a source, but we are looking
at these in order to have a complete inven-

tory of any possibility of mercury contam-

ination.

LOTTERIES

Mr. Kerrio: Mr. Speaker, I would direct

this question to the Premier because the

Minister of Culture and Recreation (Mr.

Welch) isn't here. It's rather significant and
I would like to ask the Premier if he is

aware of the difficulty experienced in fund

raising by many worthwhile charities and

public service groups because of the compe-
tition from the provincial lotteries, specifi-

cally the muscular dystrophy and multiple
sclerosis groups that are now having very

great difficulty?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I will ask

the Minister of Culture and Recreation to

get a detailed response for the hon. mem-
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ber for tomorrow. He is not very far away.

There have been representations made to

me, to other members of the government,
and I am sure to some members opposite,

with respect to some volunteer organizations

and their difficulty in finding ways to raise

funds.

I guess the counter-argument, which we
have discussed in this House on many oc-

casions, is fine, if the decision is for us to

abandon the lottery field will that in turn

solve the problem, secondly, does that then

do something with respect to our own
cultural and recreational programs here? A
number of mer bers opposite have partici-

pated in these discussions; and they have

written supporting various applications. I

think the member to the left of the member
who asked the question has one or two in

mind right now. I just say to the hon. mem-
ber it is one of the difficulties—I see him

smiling, he knows that I know-

Mr. Peterson: You know everything, Bill.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, I don't; I wish I did.

Mr. Peterson: Yes, you do.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Unlike the member for

London Centre, I haven't reached that point

yet I am still trying. I work very hard,
I am still trying. Anyway, I will get the

Minister of Culture and Recreation to make
a response. It has been raised with us by
other organizations.

Mr. Peterson: May was a heavy month
for Wintario.

Mr. Kerrio: Thank you, Mr. Premier. The
Premier led me directly to my supplementary.
Is the government prepared to assist such

groups in providing much-needed funds for

their various health, fitness and related com-

munity services if in fact we find that we
have taken from them the ability to raise

funds?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I am pre-

pared to try to help any group that has a

worthwhile cause.

I give the hon. member a suggestion. Does
he know what I did locally? I bought the

first new Provincial Lottery ticket, but I

didn't think it would be appropriate for me
to keep that ticket because if I happened
to win somebody across the House would

say-

Mr. S. Smith: The Premier doesn't need
the money anyway.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Anyway, I gave it to the

local firemen who were running a telethon

for muscular dystrophy.

Mr. Deans: That's not really a very

adequate way, to have everyone buy a ticket

and hand them out.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Unfortunately, that ticket

wasn't drawn, so it didn't reap any rewards
for them. But I am quite prepared, within

the limits of our budget and government
policy, to try and help any group that has

a worthwhile cause. The hon. member knows
all the limitations imposed upon us; certainly

anything we would consider giving couldn't
exceed eight or 10 per cent, or whatever
limitations his leader would like to impose
on all of us.

Mr. Renwick: Supplementary: What about
the Riverdale New Democratic Party Riding
Association?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not very worthy.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I said any worthwhile

organization. I don't think you can extend it

that far.

An hon. member: It's for the needy, not
the greedy.

Mr. S. Smith: They are not charitable but

they are the handicapped.
As a final supplementary, would the

Premier and the Minister of Culture and
Recreation—when they are considering this—

give serious consideration to the possibility
of matching funds from Wintario Lottery
and from the Provincial Lottery to go to

some of these particularly worthwhile proj-

ects, and for that matter even to go to the

united community appeals, inasmuch as there

does seem to be evidence that the Wintario
and other lotteries are cutting into the kind
of collection these charities could otherwise

make?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am not sure the last

part of that statement is right. I am not

quarelling with the Leader of the Opposition.
I would only make this general observation. I

can, perhaps, understand Wintario cutting
into those organizations that have tradition-

ally run lotteries. But I would find it hard to

understand that because we have Wintario,
the Peel United Appeal is less successful. I

think that would be a criticism that would
reflect on all of us—if we were to reduce
our contributions because there happened
to be lotteries available.

I don't think the answer to that would
be to increase the amount going from lotteries

to the united appeal. I think the answer to

that is, surely, to impress upon people that

we do have an obligation to contribute to

organizations such as that; and surely we
don't offset that by some form of government
grant to the lottery.
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NURSES' DISPUTE

Mr. Warner: My question is for the Minis-

ter of Health, anticipating that he wants to

respond to the question which was redirected

to him on Wednesday last by the Minister of

Labour, I might only add to that question
that the proposal has since been supported by
the Hon. John Robarts—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please—

Mr. Warner: Well the question is already

in Hansard, but I will repeat it. Is the minis-

ter now ready to right the inequities of fund-

ing as it applies to the public health boards

within the boroughs of Metropolitan Toronto,

to raise the funding level from 25 per cent

to 75 per cent; and is he now persuaded since

Wednesday last—with the support of John
Robarts behind me—that this should take

place immediately?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I have always main-

tained, as has my predecessor, that we would
wait to review the Robarts report on the pro-
vision of health care and then make a decision.

Maybe you have read the report; I haven't

even seen it yet.

POLICE COMMISSIONS

Mr. Epp: I have a question for the Solicitor

General: Because various regional municipali-
ties have requested the opportunity to appoint
the majority of members to police commis-

sions, and in view of the recommendation in

the report of the Hon. John Robarts to give
these responsibilities to Metropolitan council,
would the minister consider bringing in legis-

lation in the near future to give the added

responsibility and autonomy to regional coun-
cils?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I still hope, sometime
in the near future, to deal with The Police

Act in a general sort of way.
The hon. member is asking specifically

about regional governments. The original

thought was that we would deal with regional
governments after we dealt with the general

municipalities concerning the structure of

police commissions. However, I don't know
how it happens that so many on the other side

of the House seem to have seen the Robarts

report; I have not seen it yet. I know we are

under-privileged in many ways on this side,

but as soon as I have had an opportunity of

reading the report, it may be that this will

change our priorities.

Mr. Makarchuk: Under-privileged to the

extent of about seven members.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to suggest
that the minister could have been at the lock-

up this morning to receive the information.

ORGANIZED CRIME

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
for the Attorney General. Is the Attorney
General aware that the city of Toronto's re-

port on places of amusement and the adult

entertainment industry recommends that the

province establish a royal commission to in-

vestigate the involvement of organized crime

in the adult entertainment industry and asks

for provincial enabling legislation to help the

city to deal with the serious problems created

by this industry and its possible connection

with organized crime in the city of Toronto?

Does he not think that an inquiry into or-

ganized crime would assist greatly in deciding

on appropriate enabling legislation and action

by the city?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, the an-

swer to the first part of the question is yes;

and to the second part, no.

INVERHURON PROVINCIAL PARK

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Minister of Natural Resources. Would
the minister indicate the ministry's view with

respect to the removal of the last gas shelter

at Inverhuron Provincial Park? Does this

signal the closing of the park to public use?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, since I

don't know the details the member is talking

about, I'll check and answer later.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. Cassidy: A question of the Attorney

General, Mr. Speaker. Did an official of the

Attorney General's ministry become aware last

spring of evidence suggesting that certain

corporations sought improperly to influence

the awarding of contracts by Ontario Hydro
on its Madawaska and Douglas Point con-

tracts? Did the official inform the minister,

and if so, when?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I wonder if that first

part of the question could be repeated? I

didn't really understand it, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: Did an official of the Attorney

General's ministry become aware last spring

of evidence that suggested that certain cor-

porations sought improperly to influence the

awarding of contracts by Ontario Hydro on

its Madawaska and Douglas Point contracts?

Did the official inform the minister, and if so,

when?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The answer to the

question is no, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Warner: He's full of information today.
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Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Has the min-

ister subsequently become aware of such

evidence; and if so what actions did he take?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I'm not aware of

any such evidence, Mr. Speaker.

PSI MIND DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE

Mr. Sweeney: A question of the Minister

of Health: Before this Legislature closed down

prior to the election I asked a question as to

the ministry's intentions with respect to the

PSI Mind Development Institute. I have not

yet received an answer from either the min-

ister or any of his ministry officials. I under-

stand that the Attorney General's office has

become involved in some way, but we still

don't know what's happening. Could the

minister please advise us?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, this was
made clear by my leader, the Premier, some
weeks ago, that there is an investigation
under way under the auspices of the Ministry
of the Attorney General.

Mr. Breithaupt: Supplementary: Will the

minister be able to present to the House
before the summer adjournment a statement

as to the progress so far or as to the intentions

of the ministry with respect to this organiza-
tion?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: That should be re-

directed to the Attorney General, I think, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. minister redirects it.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I will

attempt to provide the Legislature with a

progress report as to how far the investiga-
tion has reached, within the obvious limita-

tions that would be upon me considering the

fact that it will probably be an ongoing
investigation.

BECKER MILK DISPUTE

Mr. Warner: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of Labour. Since she

now knows, three months after it began, that

the Becker Milk Company has no intention

of bargaining in good faith nor negotiating
in any way, what initiative is she going to

use to make sure that both sides are at the

bargaining table so that this dispute can be
resolved?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the

division of mediation and conciliation has

been working very diligently with both sides

in this dispute for the past three months. If

there are complaints of lack of bargaining in

good faith, the parties to that dispute know

that they can avail themselves of the On-
tario Labour Relations Board-

Mr. Cassidy: They know how useless

that is.

[3:15]

Hon. B. Stephenson: —and that indeed

they can resolve that problem. I can promise
the hon. member that the mediators within

my ministry will continue to work as vigorous-

ly as they possibly can with both parties to

try to resolve this.

Mr. Warner: Supplementary: Since the
minister does not have any new initiatives to

offer, would it seem reasonable to her that

one method of getting Becker's to the bar-

gaining table would be to ask the cabinet
to cut off the flow of milk supply from the
Milk Marketing Board to the Becker Milk

Company; would she agree that that would
ensure that Becker's would come to the table

to negotiate?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It has always been

my understanding that the members of the

third party were in strong support of free

collective bargaining. I am not sure that the

kind of stipulations suggested by the hon.

member would be a part of that kind of

process.

PICKERING AIRPORT

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Premier:

I wonder if he could enlighten us as to the

intentions of his government with regard to

the at-the-moment-off but perhaps-to-be-on-

again Pickering airport? I ask this question in

light of the statement on Friday by the Minis-

ter of Housing (Mr. Rhodes) and the state-

ment in March by the Minister of Transporta-
tion and Communications (Mr. Snow) that the

Pickering airport is still very much alive in

the government's thinking.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am not sure they phrase
it that way at all, really.

Mr. Peterson: Rephrase it your own way.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will. I always en-

deavour to phrase it in my own way, if the

member for London Centre will bear with

me, the patient man that he is some days.

As far as I am concerned the status quo
exists with respect to the Pickering airport.

Mr. S. Smith: Now that he has put it so

clearly in his own words could the Premier

tell this House whether his government is

seriously considering the building of that

Pickering airport and the provision of the

various services that are required? If not, can

he explain the meaning of the statement by
the Minister of Housing on Friday that said
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there is "every possibility of considerable

reconsideration taking place as relating to the

airport"; and the statement in March by the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions that the airport might well be built

following a study that is presently under

way?
Hon. Mr. Davis: I really think the Minister

of Housing as I recall his observations, was

suggesting that we were awaiting, and this

includes the government of Canada, the

transportation study report. I don't think there

was any other indication at all. We don't build

the airport. It is the member's colleagues in

Ottawa who would undertake this under-

taking if they undertook it

Mr. Conway: Remember your national

unity call.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh no, we don't build

airports.

Mr. Speaker: Please ignore the interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We help in the north-
west and we help in the north. We do build
and help with some airstrips, but I have
to tell tha member that when it comes to

the prior suggestion at Pickering we don't
build that kind of airport, we don't build
at Malton. The only point I want to make,
speaking on behalf of my local riding, no
matter what decisions are made somewhere
down the road with respect to Pickering, we
don't want to see any further runway ex-

pansion at Malton international.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period
has expired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

Motions.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

PROCEEDINGS AGAINST THE
CROWN AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Kennedy moved first reading of Bill

33, An Act to amend The Proceedings
Against the Crown Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Kennedy: This bill is exactly the
same as the one introduced at the final

session of the 30th Legislature. The purpose
is to clarify the law with respect to the

right to garnishee the wages of a Crown
employee, who is employed by a Crown
agency and whose salary or wages are not
paid from the consolidated revenue fund, by
providing that a Crown agency is subject
to garnishment proceedings.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

PERSONAL PROPERTY SECURITY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Handleman moved second read-

ing of Bill 24, An Act to amend The Per-

sonal Property Security Act.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, it is

a very simple, straightforward bill designed

to augment the personal property security

system by enabling inquiry on the basis of

the serial numbers of the property, whereas

until now it has only been allowed by the

name of the debtor.

Mr. Edighoffer: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to make a very brief comment on Bill 24.

This bill, of course, was introduced in the

earlier session this year. In the meantime

I checked with a number of legal people
in my riding who deal to some extent with

the personal property registration branch

and they certainly feel that the change
would allow persons easier access to the

information and would lessen the com-

plexity of conducting a search. Today we
are certainly dealing with a sophisticated

computerized system and we in this party

certainly agree with the change.

Actually, this amendment changes sec-

tion 44 of the Act by setting out more

clearly that the person may search an indi-

vidual debtor index, a business debtor in-

dex and a motor vehicle serial number
index.

The only other comment I would like to

make is that I just received on my desk

the other day a report of the director of

land registration for 1974-75-76, and I no-

ticed in that report it was already recorded

that this legislation would be in effect. So

we in this party certainly wouldn't want to

hinder it in any way.
I know the election delayed the legis-

lation. We will support it, hopefully to

streamline the registration and make it much
more accessible to the public.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I just want
to make a brief comment. Obviously this

bill is simply a rationalization of the pro-

cedure under The Personal Property Security

Act. We, therefore, would support it, be-

cause obviously when a person is making a

search he should make the search under the

particular record which is kept with re-

spect to the matter which is being inquired

into by the person requesting the search.

We, therefore, support the bill. We also

agree with the provision that the bill will

come into force on April 1, 1977, and we
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see no need for the bill to go into com-
mittee.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Any further discus-

sion on second reading of Bill 24? The hon.

minister.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I just

want to thank the spokesmen for the oppo-
sition in supporting this bill, and certainly
I see no need for it to go to committee
either. I think we are unanimous in support
of the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: It doesn't mean we support

you.

Hon. Mr. Handleman: You don't have to.

Mr. Kennedy: The people do.

Motion agreed to.

THIRD READING
The following bill was given third read-

ing on motion:

Bill 24, An Act to amend The Personal

Property Security Act.

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT

(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 11, An
Act to provide Employment Opportunities
for Youth in Ontario.

Mr. Cooke: Mr. Speaker, I'd first of all like

to say that I am very pleased to be part of

this body and representing the ridling that I

do, Windsor-Riverside, a riding that has been

represented for 10 years by the NDP and I

am sure will be represented for many more

years by our party.
I am especially pleased to be able to speak

on this particular bill as I am probably the

only member of the Legislature who fits into

this age bracket. Our party supports the bill,

but we support it reluctantly because we feel

that something is better than nothing.

Quite frankly I'm very surprised at the

very limited approach the government has

taken to the youth unemployment problem,
especially when one considers that 50 per
cent of Ontario's unemployed people fall

within this ago bracket. As I recall in going
through school myself, my parents, my teach-

ers, everyone in our society, encouraged
people in the 15-to-24 age bracket to go
through school to get a good education. If

we did this we were told we'd be guaranteed
security in our society.

Now, in 1977 we see that this just is not
true. We see now that many nurses in On-
tario, and many teachers, are unemployed.
We see the placements out of community

colleges are down. Quite frankly, the situa-

tion is very critical' in Ontario and our young
people must be very dissatisfied. Younger
people who do not have as much education,
who have not graduated from community col-

lege or university, are in an even more des-

perate situation.

flLet me give you an example from my
practice as a social worker with the Chil-

dren's Aid! Society in Essex county. I was

working with a 17-year-old boy who had
been looking for a job. He had left school

and was looking for a job for approximately
one year and was unsuccessful. During that

year he looked very diligently for a job,

but pretty well gave up as there were just

no jobs to find. During that year the boy
got involved in drugs and alcohol, and he
also got in trouble with the law by stealing
a car. I think that's something that's very
typical and that if the situation is not reme-
died very quickly the social problems and
the ramifications are just horrendous.

I think anybody who criticizes the bill

must come up with alternatives. I have one

suggestion: In working with this 17-year-old
and many other boys and girls in that age
bracket, I found that many of them did not
have the basic life skills or job searching
techniques. I think it would be very impor-
tant for a government to introduce a program
that would teach people in this bracket how
to look for a job, how to keep a job, and

just basic life skills.

Secondly, I think it's very important that

there be a job skills program that teaches

students what they need to know so that then-

jobs match the market. Right now we are

turning out teachers and nurses, as I have

mentioned, and we just don't need them. If

you follow the suggestion of our federal gov-
ernment, I guess they would just all go to

another country; as our Prime Minister has

said, maybe they can just leave Canada;
that's not our position.

In summary, then, I think this program
will do very little to solve the problem. I

don't think there is any guarantee there will

be 20,000 brand new jobs created from this

program. In any case, even if there are

20,000, they're not long term jobs. They're

jobs that will most likely disappear in the

fall. So the jobs will be short-term; they
won't solve the unemployment problem for

our young people and they are not the ap-

proach that this government or this province
should be taking. Thank you.

Mr. Nixon: ll wanted to make a couple of

brief comments on the program, since I've

had a number of complaints from the agricul-
tural community in my own constituency.
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With the news of the program to assist in

hiring additional help for summer employ-

ment, the first reaction was good, until the

farmers concerned attempted to use it. In

attempting to prove that the young people

they were hiring were in addition to those

they ordinarily would have hired, they found

that that proof became practically impossible.

The only place where it would apply was in

instances where farmers had hired offshore

help, usually Jamaican help, in the years

previous and this year, instead of the offshore

help being hired, because the federal policy
is changing and these people are not being
allowed to come into Canada for the harvest,

they had an opportunity then to hire Cana-
dian people to do the same jobs that were
done by others the previous year.

[3:30]

Then, of course, they had a bona fide

case in which they were hiring Canadians
who were not hired previously and evidently
the money was paid. But neighbours who had
been hiring young Canadians last year or the

year before were not eligible for assistance

because the jobs were not new. It's an in-

stance, it seems to me where the program
had been established without sufficient

thought. There have been other instances in-

volving the farm community where it be-

comes obvious that it simply is impossible
to apply it in any reasonable and meaningful
way.

I wanted to quote briefly from a letter

that appeared in the Windsor Star on June
21 under the Letters to the Editor column,
entided: "Youth Employment Program More
Tory Window-Dressing?" Of course, I would
leave you to answer that, Mr. Speaker, your-
self. It was signed by Edith Woodbridge and
Edwin Woodbridge. I want to quote briefly
from it:

"Sir: We are perplexed about the govern-
ment's Ontario Youth Employment Program.
As potato growers and shippers, we applied
for student harvest workers in various job

descriptions even though the application
forms seemed to be ambiguous. We were
asked on the form if we had previously hired
seasonal student workers and, of course, we
had. Now we have received a phone call

from a Mr. Ball and an associate who were

trying to decide if we qualified to receive

approval for this subsidy. After some discus-

sion, they decided we did not qualify but

they did not seem to have adequate answers
for our questions."

Without reading the whole letter, I can

simply read from the summary in their own
letter.

"Our specific questions now are: How can
a farmer create new harvest work of sufficient

quantity to engage a person or persons in the

above-described time blocks that has nevei

been done by summer workers before? What
farmer could replace himself with one or even
six untrained students who know very little

about farming? What farmer can afford to

replace himself as a worker even at a sub-

sidized rate? How can you give a job

description of the many special tasks that a

farmer does in a day, a week or a season?
And finally, will the public even be given a

list of those farmers who manage to qualify,

along with a complete job description of the

jobs filled?"

That's the end of my quote from the letter

from Mr. and Mrs. Woodbridge. It's a well-

written letter and I intend to send a copy
of it to the hon. member who is looking
after the legislation and applying the pro-
gram.

I hope he has received other complaints
from the farm community, because I feel the

concept was a good one as far as stimulating

employment in farm work is concerned, and

providing at the same time some assistance

to hard-pressed farmers who would like to

employ young people locally but feel that

under the circumstances they cannot manage
the expense. I feel that if no changes can be
made in the program for this present season,
and I would hope certain changes could be

made, that there can be an improvement in

the situation so that it would be more useful

in the agricultural community.
There are many young people who want

jobs on the farm and if we can arrange the

regulations and the application of the pro-

gram to encourage that, certainly I, as a

farmer myself and as an employer of young

people in certain aspects of the harvest,

would be very glad to assist.

The last point that I would like to make
has to do with my own operation. The time

when we employ young people on a per-hour
basis is during the hay season and bringing
in straw bales to put in the barn. It's rather

haphazard as far as time blocks are con-

cerned and if there were some convenient

way whereby this assistance would be made
available to farmers—not myself but to the

farmers who operate in our area in this

particular way—then I would be glad to give
the benefit of my experience to the minister

or anyone else who is looking for ways to

amend the bill and the regulations to make
it more useful.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I rise to

support the bill, with a number of reserva-

tions. The bill itself seems to be extremely



JULY 4, 1977 275

vague and the situation with young people is

serious enough that you're almost forced to

support anything the minister brings forward

that might provide jobs. But really, it is an in-

effective, almost Mickey Mouse type of oper-
ation. The grants, as I read the bill, seem
to be very strictly on application, and the

control and enforcement are almost non-

existent. I don't see what kind of an investi-

gative procedure the government will have to

ensure there is not deliberate misuse of the

program.
I can't see where the program will provide

any permanent jobs for young people. It's a

very temporary measure. The jobs are likely

to be almost entirely at the lowest rate of

pay, at the lowest pay level. There is almost

no way I can perceive of this program lead-

ing to any real permanent employment or

permanent jobs for young people. I have an

uneasy feeling that the program is likely to

amount to no more than a taxpayer subsidy
to either marginal small businesses or to

those well enough established to be able to

pay their own way and with enough exper-
tise to take advantage of every tax break

that's possible.

There's really nothing in the bill that gives

any incentive to the development of jobs
that have any real purpose, either in a

productive way or in a socially useful way.
As a matter of fact, I suspect that there is

more likelihood of it being used by smaller

fly-by-night or non-productive operators than

by legitimate businesses. I wonder how many
pinball machine operators will be applying
for help under this particular bill.

I want to say that the fear, and percep-

tion, of misuse is very real and I'm serious

when I raise this in the House. I've had a

number of complaints raised with me already
and I'm not sure just how we go about

investigating them. For example, self-service

gas station operators in the city of Hamilton
and restaurants in the city of Hamilton have
laid off people working in most cases at the

minimum wage and told them to come back
at the end of September or early October;
and the replacements are mostly students.

The people who are coming into these places
tell me that the people they're hiring are

students. Whether or not they're getting the

dollar-an-hour subsidy I'm not sure; but if

they are, then it sounds to me very much of

a ripoff. I just don't see what kind of a

guarantee we have that such abuses won't

exist; and what is the likelihood of prosecu-
tion in the event that they are? The possibil-

ity of success in a prosecution is probably
even more of a question mark.

Surely there should be a more permanent
and more productive approach to jobs for

young people. Why didn't we take a look
at this or why couldn't we? I don't think it

requires an awful lot of ability to take a
look at services to people and somehow
gear the jobs to older or handicapped or

mentally-retarded people. We know there is

a problem in the reforestation area. Why
couldn't we put more emphasis in this partic-
ular area and have young people's jobs in

this particular field?

The environmental cleanup program is an-

other area where we could have made some
direct use of this kind of program and the

jobs could have meant something. To busi-

ness and service operators who provide real

service, why not offer an ongoing incentive,
for example, to provide those of dedication

and proven effort with continuing employment
at maybe better rates as they finish the

initial period? Finally, why not also make
provisions for the use of this kind of a pro-

gram for one area that's caused me an awful
lot of problems in my constituency that is

those people with physical handicaps of a

variety of natures, or epilepsy, who've gone
through 60 or 70 job searches and still found

nobody who would take a chance on them?

Why couldn't we have used this kind of a

program with some of the emphasis in that

particular area?

Surely a subsidy bill should give hope to

some of those in real need and in many
cases it could provide surprisingly committed

workers. I hope it provides a few jobs. I'm

really wondering if we're not just switching

jobs around in this particular bill. I'm amazed
at the government's lack of ability to come

up with a really good program that does

recognize some of the needs and some of the

socially useful jobs that could be placed out

there to help people who could be placed
in socially useful jobs.

Mr. Mancini: I am pleased to rise to speak

on this bill, An Act to provide Employment
Opportunities for Youth in Ontario. I would

like to take this opportunity to say I'm very

pleased that my colleague from Brant-Oxford-

Norfolk (Mr. Nixon) read the letter in the

Windsor Star as I believe the individuals

who wrote that letter were from the great

riding of Essex South. I also would take the

opportunity to say there are many other

farmers in my constituency who brought the

same problems to my attention. If this type

of program is going to be envisioned as any

type of success at all on the farms, 1 hope
the people in charge are going to take

immediate action to make changes.
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I also would like to mention that many
of the individuals I know in the service in-

dustries, such as restaurants and take-out

counters and other businesses of that sort, find

it very difficult to use this program. I

believe the reason is that due to the tourist

season, which is a summer season, business

in some sections of the towns and townships
of my riding is on the increase and therefore

they have to hire more staff, but not neces-

sarily more staff than they had to hire the

year before; or else they have had to lay

off staff due to the tourist season being down.
If we are ever going to support small

businesses and if we are ever going to get
serious about helping small businesses, I

think that we are going to have to make our

legislation tailored around the needs of these

individuals I have mentioned.

I also would like to say I have had some
of the same problems brought to my atten-

tion by the people who operate golf courses.

I just wonder whether more consideration

could be given to them.

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Speaker, I too want

to make a few brief comments on this bill,

which previous speakers from our party have

indicated we intend to support, but we sup-

port it I think rather grudgingly because it is

so meagre and inadequate.

Times have changed so dramatically in

such a short period of time. When I gradu-

ated from school in the mid-sixties we went

into a veritable cornucopia of jobs. Jobs

abounded for young people in this province.

It was only five years later that the first

emergency job-creation program for young
people was brought into effect by the federal

government—the LIP program. The situation

had changed that dramatically in that short

period of time. Today, six years after that,

we are into what you could call YEP, son

of LIP, another temporary and in many
respects irrelevant job-creation program.
The tragedy of youth unemployment is

not going to be solved by LIP-type programs
or YEP-type programs or any other short-

term emergency ad hoc programs. The prob-
lem of youth unemployment is not going to

be addressed until we begin as provincial
and federal governments to address ourselves

to the real structural problems of the Cana-
dian economy; until we begin to deal with
branch plantism and continentalism; until we
deal with the very real facts of the withering
of Ontario's manufacturing industry; until

we deal with the folly of our resource man-
agement policies which consign us to be
hewers of wood and drawers of water for

the advanced industrial economies in other

parts of the world. Until we address ourselves

to those problems, we are not going to be
able to provide jobs for our own young
people.

This isn't the time to get into a full-scale

debate about that whole set of concerns.

But it needs to be said, or at least alluded

to, because that's the issue and that's the

question that this bill or any other temporary
job-creation program fails to address itself to.

I have some very specific concerns that I

want to touch on in relation to account-

ability. Other speakers have expressed the

apprehension and anxiety that this scheme,
rather than leading to creation of new jobs,
will simply be a transfer of existing jobs from

presently employed workers to young people
seeking summer employment because of the

opportunities for subsidization. There are no
real accountabilities built into the program
to prevent that kind of thing from happening.
There will be after-the-fact auditing, as there
was with the first-time home owner grants,
but it is not good enough.

[3:45]

We have said in this party for a good
many years that there is a place for Ontario

in manpower policy and manpower programs.
We have tried to outline that role as having
a special concern for hard-to-place target

populations especially vulnerable to unem-

ployment, one of those target populations

obviously being young people. There is a

role for Ontario in manpower policy and man-

power programming with respect to young
people in this province. One of the sine qua
nons of a job-creation program, it seems to

me, ought to be an integration of the pro-

gram with some kind of placement service.

In the long run, we have called for Ontario

to set up its own facilities for target groups:
For young people, for ethnic minorities, for

the handicapped, for cultural and ethnic

minority groups.

In the short term it would be possible to

have a program such as this linked with

Canada Manpower. There are all kinds of

advantages which would have been possible
had this program been integrated from the

outset with Canada Manpower. There would
have been a screening capacity built into the

program right from the start to prevent the

laying off of currently-employed workers and
their replacement by temporary summer
students. It would have been possible, second-

ly, for young people who are looking for

work to be able easily to avail themselves of

a job in a community like mine, in an urban
industrial area, unlike many other parts of

the province.
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It's a totally baffling and bewildering pro-
cess to Obtain summer employment, to know
where these jobs are, to know how to hook

yourself up with a job. It's entirely feasible

for somebody to spend, without exaggerating
too much, the entire 16-week period trudging
around looking for a place that has one of

these wonderful jobs available. It would have
made a lot more sense to me had the pro-

gram been integrated with Canada Manpower
right off the bat and these jobs specially
earmarked and advertised so that applicants
would have been easily able to obtain these

jobs.

I think we are going to findl that in the

absence of an adequate placement facility

there have been abuses on a fairly large scale;

abuses of job transfer, abuses of layoff, abuses

of people taking advantage of the subsidy to

replace existing workers and to avail them-
selves of subsidized and low-cost summer
employment over a 16-week period.

Despite all of these derogatory remarks,
we intend, nevertheless, to support it on the

principle that, as has been said, something
is better than nothing; but it's not much
better than nothing.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The horn, member
fcr Lake Nipigon.

Mr. Stokes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. First

of all, I would like to compliment you on
your election to the role of Deputy Speaker
in this House. I know that we served in the
last Parliament and you cooperated very well
with me. I want to wish you well in your
new post and I am sure you will do an ade-

quate job on behalf of all members of the

Legislature.

Mr. Cassidy: We hope you match the lustre

that the member for Lake Nipigon gave the

post.

Mr. Stokes: I want to speak to Bill 11, and
it's very very difficult to speak to a bill of this

nature when one would like to draw atten-

tion to an area that it doesn't cover rather
than an area that it does. I see the Clerk of

the House grinning, knowing full well that
on previous occasions I have had to be watch-
ful that people were speaking to the principle
of a particular bill.

But I think it is incumbent upon me, as a

re-presentative of a riding in northern Ontario
with special, specific and unique situations;
where in some respects we have the same
problems of providing youth employment as
is the case whether it be in Bellwoods or

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk, but they are unique
in as much as it really doesn't require a sub-

sidy such as is outlined in the provisions of
Bill No. 11. It does require a large degree of

co-ordination between all of the ministries

and agencies of the provincial government in

concert with their counterparts at the federal

government level, if these job-creating pro-

grams are going to work.
One in particular I would1 have liked to

have drawn to the attention of the Minister of

Natural Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller), and it's

most ironic that it doesn't require a subsidy
at all, it requires the dispatching of available

manpower to areas of the province where
there is a great need for employees. In this

case it could enlist the aid of students,

whether they be secondary school students or

post-secondary school students.

I think it incumbent upon me to remind
all members of the Legislature that we are

spending several millions of dollars on extra

fire-fighting forces for a contingency or an

emergency that was to have developed this

summer as a result of very low water levels

and predicted very low levels of precipitation.

That hasn't happened in many areas of

northern Ontario at the present time. We
have expended large amounts of funds and
we have people standing by in the event we
should have a serious outbreak of fires

jeopardizing our forestry resources. Those

moneys are being spent by the forest pro-

tection section of the Ministry of Natural

Resources when the timber branch of the

Ministry of Natural Resources are experiencing
extreme difficulty in recruiting a labour force

in order to plant thousands and thousands of

trees that are going to have to be burned or

buried—

Mr. Conway: Along with the charter.

Mr. Stokes: —yes—because of our inability

to recruit a sufficient labour force in order to

perform those tasks.

So on one hand you've got the Ministry of

Natural Resources spending millions and) mil-

lions of dollars on emergency fire-fighting
forces standing at the ready for fires that

really aren't developing as a result of heavy
rainfall in the last few weeks, while another

branch of the same ministry is crying for

people to plant trees that are going to spoil

if we don't get them into the ground within

the next few weeks.

So I'm not asking you to spend more money
at all. I'm asking you to talk to your col-

leagues; particularly in the Ministry of Na-

tural Resources, where if you talk to the

district managers, if you talk to the unit

foresters, they would give their right arm in

order to be able to enlist the services of these

people you're trying to attract. It doesn't even

require a subsidy. You're talking about offer-

ing a subsidy of $1 per hour for every student

who qualifies under this program. We have a
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minimum need of at least 150 people, just in

my own area of the province where students
can make between $45 and $50 a diay plant-

ing up to 1,000 trees in an eight-hour period.
It doesn't require a subsidy. As a matter of

fact, if you don't rationalize your efforts and
co-ordinate your efforts with other agencies
and ministries of this government and then-

federal counterparts, you're going to be

sitting by spending millions of dollars on

emergency fire^fighting forces that aren't being
used for the purposes for which they are in-

tended simply because somebody goofed—
and I suppose it was the weatherman. On the

other hand, you're going to have literally mil-

lions in nursery stock that have been pulled
cut of the ground, that have been kept in cold

storage, that are going to outlive their use-

fulness; and you're losing money on both ends
of the spectrum.
So all I'm saying, Mr. Speaker, is that

we're spending an awful lot of money try-

ing to create jobs by this Act to provide
Employment Opportunities for Youth in On-
tario and all you have to do is get in touch
with the Ministry of Natural Resources, all

the district offices and say how many youth
do you require? All it will require will be
a movement up to Geraldton, Terrace Bay,
Nipigon, Atikokan or any place where there
are district offices of the Ministry of Natural
Resources. You will be providing job oppor-
tunities for many youths across the province
and you will be doing a great service to the

Ministry of Natural Resources in allowing
them to recruit the necessary staff to plant
trees.

In keeping with the recent announce-
ment contained in the charter that was an-
nounced by the Premier (Mr. Davis) during
the last election campaign, let me remind
you, Mr. Speaker, there was a commitment
that two trees will be planted for every
one cut down.

Mr. Conway: I think that was just Tory
hyperbole.

Mr. Nixon: Did that make a great im-
pression up in your area?

Mr. Stokes: That was the impression that
was given by the charter.

Mr. Nixon: That's what it said.

Mr. Stokes: Yes; but I am told the minis-
try people consider it completely unrealistic,
and now I understand the Ministry of Na-
tural Resources is starting to hedge on thai
commitment.

Mr. Gaunt: So much for the charter.

Mr. Stokes: I am just wondering why are
we playing around. I don't know how much

money is involved in this at all. I am offer-

ing the government a solution that will pro-
vide many jobs for youth in the province
of Ontario without spending a cent, other

than perhaps a little bit of assistance, even
a loan, to get them into the aiea where we
need people so badly for such useful un-

dertaking as planting trees. All I am say-

ing is that if there was some more co-ordi-

nation within the various ministries of gov-
ernment we could be satisfying the employ-
ment needs of a good many youths across

the province and it wouldn't cost us a penny.
All the ministries have to do is talk to one
another about it.

Mr. Makarchuk: I just have a few points
I wish to make on this bill which stem from

my being a member of the public accounts
committee. It seems to me whenever the

government embarks upon some major give-

away program it always develops into abuses.

It seems that every ripoff artist in Ontario

manages to take advantage of the program.
Part of it—and this was pointed out in the

Auditor's report—is the matter of just sloppy

mismanagement that goes on when the

government embarks on a program that is

not well planned, is not well designed and
for which it is not prepared. By and large,
in many cases the programs are designed
more as election gimmicks or to meet what
the government considers rather temporary
situations or to alleviate some of the tem-

porary problems. Consequently, what the

government ends up with is handing out

money to people who really do not deserve

the money and who do not qualify under
its regulations.

The government's own internal adminis-

tration is very sloppy in these cases. This is

pointed out particularly in the first-time

home buyer's program. I have a feeling
when the smoke on this particular program
settles down—and the Auditor may look at

the program, and perhaps it might be ad-

visable to ask him to look at how this pro-

gram was managed—we are going to find the

same kind of problem developing in this

program.
I think some of the recipients of the pro-

gram, and this has been discussed earlier

by my colleagues from Hamilton, do not

qualify for it; and some of the people who
are getting money are laying off other people
in order to take advantage of the program,
which as I understand it is against regu-
lations of the program. I would hope this

time the government cautions these people
and advises them that when the day of

reckoning comes, when it has the time
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and the staff to lcok at these things, if they

are abusing the program now there is no

way they are going to get away with it in

the future and that they will be forced into

positions where they will have to pay back

the money. I think it is advisable to caution

them now. It happened in the first-time

home buyer's program where everybody
went into it. It looked like a good deal.

Then when they were advised they did not

qualify for the home buyer's grant or some

strings were attached or some red tape prob-

lems developed, then all sorts of other

problems developed. The government ran

into a very great difficulty collecting some

of the money.
So just a word of caution, il hope the

government administers this program in a

better way than it did before. There is some-

thing about the Tory party in terms of

handling public funds that even when it is

giving them away it manages to abuse the

system, it really cannot do it properly. What
I am asking in this program is to try to

bring some sense to it now and see where

the money goes instead of having to deal

with the problem later on.

[4:00]

Mr. Warner: Mr. Speaker, I also would
like to pass along my congratulations to you
on your selection as Deputy Speaker of the

House. I know you will rule with a firm hand
and do a fine job for all of us. I for one

appreciate the efforts you have put into the

job.

I think perhaps the Treasurer (Mr. Mc-

Keough) and the youth secretary (Mr. Jones)

could join together and call themselves John-
son and Johnson, since they, better than any-
one else around here, can produce Band-Aids.

I have yet to see anything more than a

Band-Aid approach from this government to-

wards what has to be the most serious situa-

tion that faces this province.
If I take it that the base of an industrial

society is the work force, and the base for

economic growth is having the citizens at

work in useful employment, then I take it

this government has a disgraceful record-

particularly disgraceful in light of the fact

that this is supposedly the richest province
in this country of ours. Yet for all its

riches, we are faced with some Band-Aid

approaches.
We are faced with trying to rectify a situ-

ation whereby annually we have tens of

thousands of young people out of work. I

don't know how long it is going to take be-

fore the government comes to grips with the

real problem. It cannot expect because one

piece of legislation supposedly is going to

supply 20,000 jobs in a small period of time,
that somehow it is going to solve what is a

greater problem.

I don't know how long it v/ill take before

this government finally comes to the realiza-

tion that youth jobs are part of an overall

labour picture, that they are part of long-
term planning process, and that if one wants

to employ specifically students for a specified

period of time, the most useful way to do
that is to involve them in a larger, broader

program.

ilf, for example, we are talking about the

development of housing and recognizing that

wc have a desperate need for an adequate

supply of affordable housing, whatever pro-

gram we set out for the construction of that

housing is going to have a youth component
to it—'a student component, a section where-

by students will be employed. We are go-

ing to plan that; we are going to work out

the arrangements with the construction trades

involved; we are going to work out the

arrangements with the people who are con-

structing the houses, and we are going to

ensure that a certain percentage of the total

work force will be students and that they will

have a specified number of jobs to perform
over a particular period of time. The same
would take place in reforestation and in

every major section of our economy.
There is a drawback to it, a very serious

drawback. To date this government has never

recognized that it has to have development
of secondary industries related to the natural

resources. Until it comes to that, until it is

ready to settle upon developing those sec-

ondary industries and having some Canadian

control over them so that it is not going to

allow those jobs to be drained off to the

United States, then it can't ever address the

total problem of helping to employ students.

It can't possibly do that.

If, on the other hand, the government can

take a firm grip of the whole thing and can

say it is going to ensure those secondary in-

dustries are developed, and it is going to

ensure the jobs are here in Canada and they

are not exported to Norway and the United

States and Japan, then it frees the govern-
ment up to make the kind of planning that

it needs to make. That frees it to plan out

those jobs.

They needn't all be in the summer. No
one ever said they had to be. The govern-
ment probably realizes now that many school

systems have started into a semestering sys-

tem whereby students are freed up at vari-

ous times of the year, not just in the sum-

mer, and that there are certain types of jobs
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that lend themselves to being done in times

other than the summer.
iBut the government has ignored all' of that.

Instead it has concentrated on the Band-Aid

we have in front of us. My fear is that this

can be used very easily by someone to ripoff

the government.
It's very important that the dollar sub-

sidy is not going to the student but to the

employer. Because you offer an extra dollar

doesn't mean that a student is going to get
more than minimum wage. In fact if it is

possible for an employer to do so, he will

hire at the lowest rate possible, which could

be part-time students. The student is going
to work 40 hours a week—for whatever, 16

weeks—and get classified as part-time and be

paid less than $2.65 an hour; and the com-

pany is going to get $1 an hour. It's costing
them what—$1.50 an hour to pay the student?

If there is some way to relieve full-time

workers of their jobs that's what will happen.
Someone mentioned there's a very legiti-

mate—I know, the secretary's all upset over

there because he looks on page 3 and sees

there will be inspection and there are

powers of the inspector. But 1 submit, Mr.

Speaker, that it is entirely possible for some-

one to say, "Business fell off in the month of

June and I had to let someone go. I had to

let two or three people go. But miraculously,
business picked up in July and so I had to

hire more people and I hired those students

who would be subsidized by the govern-
ment."

That's all very convenient and I don't

know how you prove that's an incorrect or

an invalid statement. I suspect it's a very
difficult job for whoever is doing the inspec-
tion to prove that the person's statement is

incorrect, to prove that business did not fall

off and that he was undermining the work
load and the work efforts of the people who
had previously been hired full time. I think

it's a very dangerous situation.

What disturbs me more than the potential

abuse—because one way or another through
the public accounts committee or whatever
that abuse hopefully is going to be turned out

and dealt with and those people who inflicted

the abuse upon us would be dealt with

properly—what bothers me more than any-

thing else is the principle of this whole

thing. I think it's wrong that we should

segment student work; deal with one year
at a time or one season at a time; with no

continuity, with no sense of where we're

going, no sense of what the purpose behind
all of this is.

What is the government trying to do? Is

it trying to keep students off the street? It

is obviously not trying to supply them with
a decent wage. It will find that many of the

students who are working this summer will

not earn a sufficient amount of money to

meet the OSAP requirements set out by this

government. One government program does

not supply enough money to meet the earn-

ing requirements of another government pro-

gram in order to continue post secondary
school education, so the government is ob-

viously not gearing up its program to meet
the financial needs of the students. I really
wonder why it is bothering.

The program is going to make a small dent
in the total number out of work. Perhaps the

secretary has figures different than mine but
I submit that we are probably looking at

100,000 young students, young people, out of

work this summer, and he's got a program
that ostensibly provides 20,000 jobs. That's

different from 20,000 people employed full

time for 16 weeks. I would prefer some

clarification, Mr. Speaker, as to how many
weeks of work we're talking about, not just

20,000 jobs. Is each one of those jobs for

16 weeks and what fraction of the total un-

employment figure for young people will that

reach?

Then of course the question that auto-

matically follows: What about the rest? What
is the government going to do about the

remaining number of students who are un-

employed? For example, if those students

are going on through university is the govern-
ment going to continue the inequity that

they cannot claim having been unemployed
in the summer as a reason for still receiving
a grant in the OSAP program? Will that

penalty still be in place?
The government is saying that the best

they can do is provide 20,000 jobs. But there

may be 100,000 out of work, and some of the

remaining 80,000 will be post-secondary
school students who still require money in

order to attend their college or university,
and now of course they will require more

money because they haven't been employed
for the summer. Will the inequities still

remain in that OSAP program? Perhaps the

secretary has a suggestion. Perhaps he's very

forcibly going to present to the Minister of

Colleges and Universities (Mr. Parrott) the

suggestion that those students who have made
a job search, those students who have met
all the requirements of the Canada Manpower
office will not be penalized, that they will be
able to receive their grant and loan at the

levels they had originally applied for.

I know that you, as well as the rest of us

in here, are very concerned about the level

of unemployment, not just for today but be-



JULY 4, 1977 281

cause of what it does for the future. When
I think of what those young people must be

going through—to be unemployed, not just last

summer but the summer before, and again

this summer; and then with the aid of a

heavy loan or help from relatives to continue

their education at a post-secondary institu-

tion; and then to graduate without hope of

being able to get a job in the field for which

they are trained. I wonder what kind of an

impression that leaves on the mind of that

young person?
I suggest that as this Legislature applies

the Band-Aid put out in front of us, we may
solve the problems for 20,000 people this

summer but well be back here again next

summer applying another Band-Aid. This

government has failed, and failed miserably,

to develop a long-range policy for jobs and

to develop an adequate policy to meet the

needs of young people who really want to

work. The jobs aren't there.

These are people who really want to con-

tribute to our society and it seems that every

time they turn they're pushed aside by this

government. The government throws up its

hands and says we can't do anything about

losing jobs. We can't do anything about the

jobs going to the United States or Norway
or Japan, because that's the free market and

we wouldn't want to disturb it one little bit.

So we come back time after time and examine

one Band-Aid after another.

At some point in time we're obviously

going to run out of Band-Aids and the

patient is going to die. Before that happens,

my only hope is that this government dies.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. Like my predecessors in this debate,
I would like to congratulate you on your
elevation. You shall, I know, grace this

chamber with your avuncular wisdom and

very careful judgement in the not-too-distant

future.

I didn't want to enter into this debate on
such a morbid note as was placed by my
hon. colleague from Scarborough-Ellesmere.

Mr. Nixon: He said everybody's dying,
didn't he?

Mr. Conway: Yes. There was a terribly,

terribly morbid quality about that.

I want to take this opportunity, as some-
one not too far removed from eligibility to

this youth employment program, to speak
about the general problem of youth unem-
ployment.

Mr. Nixon: He is too young to be a mem-
ber.

Mr. Conway: Well it proved in 1975, at

least for one member of this House, to be
an answer to the problems of youth un-

employment.
But this is a serious conundrum, not only

for those involved in government but also

for those in the private sector.

Mr. Cassidy: God save us if that became
a general answer to the problem.

An hon. member: Put your teeth back in

your chin.

Mr. Conway: Michael, not for a moment
would I wish to talk about what it is I'd

like God to save us from in this Legislature.

Seriously, and I think obviously as Statis-

tics Canada's studies of spring 1977 have

indicated, we face in this western industrial

society of which Ontario is a part serious

problems in the next generation insofar as

employment of a permanent nature for the

young in the society is concerned. While I

can share with all the members of the Legis-
lature the obvious inadequacies of this or

any other government program I must sup-
port the import of Bill 11, having full re-

gard to an excellent contribution made by
my hon. and distinguished colleague, the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon),
who drew particular, and I thought very care-

ful, attention to the inadequacies as they
relate to the agricultural community.

[4:15]

I also want to say that I thought the mem-
ber for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) made a

very good point when he talked about the

need for co-ordination. I listened the other

day with a great deal of interest to a report

from one of the leading northern Ontario

foresters who made very clearly the point that

the quotas established for this year by the

Ministry of Natural Resources in reforestation

—which as we all know was a matter of some

significance in the debate of May-June of this

year—are not going to be met. They're not

going to be met, apparently, because they

simply are not able to have the manpower to

do that. That seems to me a real shame.

The lack of priority in Bill 11 is, I think,

bothersome. There does not seem to be any
focus or any clear indication as to a series of

priorities which the government might have in

the public sector—or, as this bill would direct,

in the private sector. It is, to that extent, a

very ad hoc proposition which I think is fail-

ing in that respect.

I answered, this morning, a letter I thought
rather interesting from a senior municipal offi-

cial in my riding who has served on the

minister's advisory board of LIP. He made a
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series of comments that I thought were es-

pecially pertinent.

I regret that I don't have that letter with

me, Mr. Speaker, but one of the things he

was very concerned about was this lack of

co-ordination in many of these youth pro-

grams. He was speaking of the young Canada
works program or whatever the specific title

of that program is. I think there is a real

need—I know there is in my own area—for a

real co-ordination at all levels of government,
and certainly of the private sector, to provide
seme degree of focus to these programs, make-
work or otherwise.

One problem we have in the Ottawa

Valley, certainly in Renfrew North—and I

know many of my colleagues in the more
remote sections of the province face this

difficulty always in dealing with government
in particular—is getting the message across. I

must give the government credit for a fairly

successful advertising program in this respect.

I must admit a certain degree of cynicism

during May and June when I kept seeing
these large, splashy ads relating to this par-

ticular program in all of the newspapers in

the county and surrounding areas offering

the goodness of one William G. Davis to the

people who also, at the time, were exercising

their franchise—and who did so so very wisely.

I would encourage a continuance—in fact,

a stepping up—of that campaign because we
do have a problem with many of our people
not being aware of the program, particularly

in the smaller communities where the com-
munication is not as immediate as it is in the

larger centres. I realize there is an obvious

difficulty in that, but I would urge the minis-

ter to do the utmost, to the best of his ability,

to convey this to all parts of the province. I

know that many of the people in my riding

who could benefit from this are in very small

and remote areas, involved in the natural re-

source economy in particular. They may not

—the goodness and diligence of their member
in the Legislature notwithstanding—be fully

aware of the programs that are being intro-

duced to improve the employment situation

for young people.

Again, the co-ordination of these programs
is extremely important. One of the things I

think we're facing more and more as this kind
of a program becomes more common is a lack

of public confidence in the capacity of govern-
ment to effectively administer this kind of

program. The member for Brantford (Mr.

Makarchuk) I thought very appropriately drew
attention to this and this government's par-
ticular inabilities to function administratively
in this respect.

There is a growing cynicism among the

public, particularly the business sector, that

this particular government simply lacks the
administrative competence to see a program
like this through to something of a positive
conclusion.

Ms. Bryden: This bill deals with only one

part of what was presented in the April 19

budget as a youth employment program.
Now, Mr. Speaker, in May, there were
134,000 people in Ontario between the ages
of 15 and 24 who were unemployed. There
were about 300,000 total1

unemployed, so

the youth employment problem amounts to

almost 50 per cent of the total unemploy-
ment problem.

It is very serious that that many young
people in our province are unable to find

work, but it seems that the government just
doesn't really care. If you look at their pro-

gram in the budget, it doesn't add up to very
much.

There is first the Experience '77 program,
which was first advertised to produce 10,400

jobs. In the budget they added a mere addi-

tional 2,350 jobs, making a total of 11,492

according to the budget. If you add the

figures they gave originally, of 10,400 and
add 2,350 you don't get 2,350 jobs added, so

their statistics seem to be a bit out of whack.

The second part of their package is what

they call their normal summer replacement

program which last year was 9,300 jobs. In

the budget they promised to add another

700—not a very great addition.

Their third program was to add 1,000 jobs
to the Ontario Career Action program which

originally was only going to provide 1,300

jobs. This is a program that is supposed to

help young people gain experience, but it

certainly only scratches the surface if there

were only 1,300 planned and only 2,300
under the budget.

Their fourth program was something called

Home Services for students to help the aged
and the handicapped. All they are offering

in this very important area is 250 jobs. It is

supposed to be a new program but I have

had a number of inquiries in my riding from

students who would like to participate in

this program and we have been unable to

find where one gets an application or what
sort of services it covers.

You get referred by the ministry to your
local municipal social service administration,
because they are to administer this program.
But I discovered when I approached the

Metro social services that really this wasn't

a new program at all; that there had been a

program announced last fall by the Minister

of Community and Social1 Services to help
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senior citizens stay in their own homes.

There was no particular dollar figure an-

nounced on that, but he was going to have

a great program to save the province money
by keeping senior citizens in their homes
and keeping them out of homes for the aged
and! nursing homes.

,Well, this program apparently has been

working its way through the municipal plan-

ning and social service department, but in

Metro Toronto it hasn't even got off the

ground because the ministry finally said that

they would give them a certain sum of

money but it would stop on March 28. The
Metro social services department thought that

a program that was announced last August
and hadn't really got going and was going
to run out of money on March 28, 1977,
was hardly worth getting going.

Now, in the budget on April 19, they
have reannounced in different words what

appears to be the same program, but Metro
social services still is not ready to accept any
applications, has no application forms and,
while students expected to be employed in

this program during the summer, the sum-
mer will be gone before they even get an

application form. So that is another part of

the youth employment package that appears
to be rather a bust.

We come to the one that is covered by
this bill, the Ontario Youth Employment
Program. It is supposed to provide up to

20,000 jobs. In the previous programs that

I have listed the total increase in jobs was

4,300, so this is how the minister gets up to

approximately 25,000 new jobs provided

through the budget. As I have shown, some
of the 4,300 aren't going to materialize and

I am not very sure about the 20,000. We all

know that nobody is going to hire people
unless they feel they are going to be able to

sell the goods or services that they provide,

and in the present state of the economy there

is not very much prospect for expansion.

tfn fact in the provincial Treasurer's (Mr.

McKeough) latest statement, which he calls

reaffirming Ontario's budget strategy for

1977, he admits, and I quote: "Significant

levels of unemployment still exist in On-

tario. High levels of unemployment are con-

centrated among the young, often those with

no skills and little experience." Then he

goes on to say: "Although Ontario unemploy-
ment in May remained high at 7.3 per cent,

this was attributable entirely to many more

people than expected entering the labour

force. As a consequence, I have had to revise

upward my forecast of average unemploy-
ment for the year to 6.7 per cent."

In his original budget, he estimated an

average of 6.3 per cent; and that was only
last April, before the election. It seems to

me that what we should be having before us

is not this bill but a bill to provide a much
more comprehensive program to put our

134,000 young people to work. Offering, as

the budget does, 25,000 jobs, many of which

may never materialize, is only, as my col-

league said, a Band-Aid for 134,000 young
people out of work.

The government just doesn't seem to care

that we have trained school teachers coming
out of training colleges: we have trained

nurses coming out of nursing colleges; we
have librarians coming out of library school—
I was told that only half the class that came
out this year at the university have jobs so

far. The nurses' situation is much worse, and
the teachers' also; in fact we are facing
teacher layoffs, as we all know. Community
college graduates are having great trouble

finding jobs. We have all these trained young
people coming out and we are not going to

make use of their services, we are going to

let them be underemployed or unemployed.
Mr. Speaker, that is the greatest waste of

human resources that we can contemplate.

It seems to me that it would pay in the

long run to put these people to work, to use

their talents and their training and to get
them started gaining experience in their

careers. They could be used in the services

that have been starved by cutbacks and that

need additional help, rather than spending
the money on this kind of a program, which
in my opinion will probably mainly subsidize

'business profits.

Let me point out some of the flaws in this

proposal: In the first place, there is no aid to

any public sector activity at all. As I have

just mentioned, the young people who are

teachers, nurses, librarians and many com-

munity college graduates, are trained for

jobs in the public sector, jobs that are badly

needed in this country; but this program will

not give a penny to any public sector em-

ployment; it only goes to businesses and to

farms.

[4:30]

Secondly, there is no requirement as to

how long one must employ a student or a

young person if one takes them on under

this program. One can take them on for a

couple of weeks and collect the subsidy.

There is no permanent job provided and

even no summer job provided, but an

employer is simply subsidized for a very short

period. As most people know—and students

particularly know this—if one wishes to apply
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for OSAP, student aid, one is expected to

have worked for 16 weeks in the summer.

In the calculations of financial need they

allow for earnings over 16 weeks. It seems to

me this 'bill should tie in with that require-

ment and that anybody who qualifies for

this subsidy should be required to provide
at least 16 weeks employment.

Thirdly, there is no protection in this bill

'against abuse whereby an employer can lay

off some of his present employees and hire

new young people and have their wages
subsidized by $1 an hour. This will not make

any change in the unemployment picture
but will simply displace people who are not

in the 15 to 24 age group. There is no

guarantee, in other words, that it will mean
any new jobs. I think it symbolizes the type
of approach this government takes to stimulat-

ing the economy and to solving problems of

employment. It simply subsidizes business

profit without putting any strings on the

handing out of the money to make sure its

objectives are reached.

One of the things that young people need

is what might be called a leg up or a career

start. We need a great deal more of that

and there is some virtue in a subsidy pro-

gram to encourage employers to take on

young people in jobs that will become

permanent so that the employers can train

them on the job. It seems to me that would
have been a much more sensible way of

meeting this problem than this particular
kind of handout.

I do want to point out also that in connec-
tion with this legislation the government has

displayed a rather typical form of arrogance
as well in that this proposal was in the April
19 budget, but the bill for establishing it,

as we all know, died when the election was
called. Yet on April 29, the day the writs

were issued, the Minister of Revenue (Mrs.

Scrivener) issued this bulletin: 'Though
there will be no legislation to authorize the

$1 per hour grant for summer jobs, simple
common sense dictates that we honour this

commitment to our youth. Employer applica-
tion forms are already 'available at Canada
Manpower offices and thousands of prospec-
tive employees have already responded to this

vital incentive."

In other words, it sounds as though it's

business as usual and assume that the legis-

lation will go through. On May 10, in the

Toronto Star, this ad appeared: "Ontario's

youth want to work this summer. Ontario will

help you pay their salaries. Here's how it

works: Employers get in your applications.

Employees you may apply and be hired"; and

so on. "Duration: The program is in effect

from May 30 to September 16."

We're now passing the legislation to put
this program into effect, on July 4. It seems
to me the government really was presuming
to assume that we would pass this legislation,

without any justification.

Actually, they could have had this program
in effect long ago, long before the election

was called; or an even better package. We
have been urging them for over a year to

provide a youth employment program, be-

cause unemployment among our young people
is not a new problem. The rate is twice as

high as the regular unemployment rate for

the province as a whole. We have been point-

ing this out for over a year, and suggesting

that it was time to provide for these people

who were going to be coming out of our

community colleges and our universities and

our schools. But nothing has happened, until

finally we are suddenly faced with what looks

like retroactive legislation.

The only other thing I would like to say

is that any program for providing employment

for our young people will not work unless

we actually get the Ontario economy going.

Just straight job creation is not enough. We
have to stimulate the economy through pro-

grams that will put purchasing power in the

hands of people, such as tax cuts, and will

provide incentives for business and for the

co-operatives, and will provide housing and

other things that we need, such as insulation

programs. There are all sorts of things that

need to be done. There are also all the

municipal public works that have been post-

poned. But this sort of approach where gov-

ernment simply subsidizes business and does

not go in for the other programs that are

needed to get the economy going will not

solve our youth employment problem.

Mr. Bounsall: May I take this opportunity

to congratulate you, sir, on your appointment
as Deputy Speaker and wish you well in that

position. I'm sure you will do a very fine

job of keeping us in control and I look for-

ward to those times in which you will be

bringing us to order and our having some

fun with you over the procedural matters in

the House. I have a feeling, though, that

you will handle all that very capably, and

congratulate you beforehand on the good

job you will continue to do.

In rising to speak to this bill, An Act to

provide Employment Opportunities for Youth

in Ontario, I do so saying that I will not be

opposing this bill. But I do get a little tired

of bills like this coming before us, which in

my opinion does not really do very much at
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all for the people wanting some sort of jobs

in Ontario, looking to some sort of future in

Ontario, or looking for a decent summer

job in Ontario. Therefore it's a bill that is

only a marginal step forward in meeting
the employment needs and a bill that is

almost counter-productive in terms of meet-

ing the legitimate desires of our youth, par-

ticularly our students, hoping to get em-

ployment as students somewhere in the area

of the particular expertise for which they are

partially trained.

This bill, in my opinion, doesn't meet that

situation whatsoever. I do get a little tired

of seeing bills before us that almost makes

me scream because of their inadequacy, but

because it does hope to provide some jobs

which may not now be there, we're in a

position of muting our opposition to it.

I'm concerned over this bill and a couple of

things that have already been mentioned by
some speakers. One is the starting time of the

program. Certainly I think the employers in

Ontario break down into two distinct

categories with respect to this. One is those

who haven't heard of it yet. With the starting

time on this bill and the fact that it is just

before us now and that the forms aren't

widely distributed, there are some employers

who, if this had been in place some three

months ago, would in fact have had time to

make employment plans and some expansion
in their own job opportunities but now find

it too late for them to do that and therefore

job opportunities are lost. I don't think, there-

fore, that will come anywhere close to meet-

ing the objectives set forward by the ministry

and by the parliamentary assistant in the

number of jobs which are going to be created.

And, of course, because they are jobs for the

summer, we are talking basically about jobs

for students, rather than for those who are

not students and part of the permanent youth
unemployment in Ontario.

The second concern I have with respect
to the employers is that group of employers
who in fact picked up on the idea immedi-

ately and are already thinking of ways by
which they can profit under this particular
Act—that is, get for themselves a dollar an
hour for work which is already in progress.
The bill, of course, is very clear on this in

section 4. It says, with respect to those

eligible for employment under it, it's those

persons who can be employed where their

employment "does not result in the dismissal,

layoff or reduction in regular hours or period
of work for any existing employees."

But this is very open to abuse. I have

already run into some abuses of this. At the
moment they are still suspected abuses and

many of my colleagues who have spoken or
will speak on this bill have had similar sus-

pected abuses reported to them, and they
are very concerned as I am.

One type of abuse which they are running
into is the person who has been employed for

some months who has come to us and feels

he has been jockeyed into the position of

quitting because the working conditions have
somehow become very severely intolerable

for a whole variety of reasons. Or they have
been fired outright, and they suspect very
strongly that their employer did so so that,

under a different job position name and a
different job description, they will in fact be

replaced by a student being hired by their

employer to get this subsidy. The employer
can then claim of course that, "No, it is a

completely different job. I didn't need that

job. I phased that job out, but now, all of a

sudden, I found this other job." Of the three

people who have already approached me,
two of them have said this employer is quite

capable of being able to shuffle around the

various positions which he has in his estab-

lishment so that the jobs, in fact, look very
new and different to the jobs from which they

and, they suspect, others in that particular

concern, have been let go.

I turn to section 8 of the Act and I see

under subsection 1 there penalties of $2,000

per employer and not more than $10,000 for

the corporation which cover abuses. But I

have a real concern that there be a followup
m the suspected abuses which I have men-
tioned. At the moment they can only be sus-

pected. We are going to have to sit back and
see how many students are hired and just

what sort of job description shuffling has gone
on.

I suspect that the ministry has, in fact, not

laid on any real capability for checking into

precisely this situation and that we, as MPPs,
arc going to have to act in the traditional

ombudsman role and laboriously pull all this

data together. And then when this is done,

where does it really go? I mean, is the Minis-

try of Treasury, Economics and Intergovern-

mental Affairs going to lay on these inspec-

tors, these field workers, who are then going

to go out and follow it up?
Has the Treasurer handed it over, or will

he be handing it over, to the employment
standards branch of the Ministry of Labour

to do this for him? If so, I don't think they

have enough employees in their ministry. I

know they don't, in terms of the length of

time it takes them to work their way through
the abuses that occur normally in Ontario.

From the length of time it takes them to work
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through those, I know they do not have the

staff to check into this at this moment.
When I talked to my local office in Windsor

about the cases I bring there, I am told,

"Look, we are doing our best. It's going to

take four or five months. We simply do not

have the staff that allows us to follow up and

keep on top of, and follow on a weekly basis

what should be done in all of these cases

that come before us." This was said in a

conversation not more than three months ago
with the local staff of the Ministry of Labour
in the Windsor office.

[4:45]

They do not have the manpower to do
the checking for you. Just how many em-

ployers, may I ask the parliamentary assistant,

is the Ministry of Treasury, Economics and

Intergovernmental Affairs going to lay off; to

check into this land of abuse that I've men-
tioned and see that it doesn't occur with the

unscrupulous employers in Ontario.

If the member checks with the employ-
ment standards branch they have files, some
of them quite bulky, on employers in On-
tario. They have a case or two each year with

those employers responsible for abuses under

the normal Employment Standards Act. Has
the parliamentary assistant checked with that

branch of the Ministry of Labour to get those

employers' names, to take a very critical look

at the very start with respect to any applica-

tions that those employers are making with

respect to this program? This is precisely the

type of employer which is of concern to me
over this point I mention.

The second concern which has been brought
to my attention by young people in my area,
is that they were about to be hired, but some-
how the job has fallen through. They have
not been hired where they had some reason-

able prospect of being hired. They've come
to me with some degree of deflation and con-
cern over the fact that they themselves will

now remain unemployed until sometime in

late September or October or even November.
Recause they are technically not students

and because this program aims at summer
jobs and in particular for students, they feel

the positions they would have been hired for

are going to students. One can't argue about

that, but it certainly has cut down their oppor-
tunity to be employed. One can only say,
"Well that's very difficult to prove." I don't
think in that category one could ever prove
that this went on, this hiring of one person
rather than another.

You have some 21, 22 and 23-year-olds
who traditionally, because of their lack of

training or perhaps an emotional problem,
have difficulty getting a job. In some cases

they have a physical disability. I have one
case of an epileptic who is in this category,
who feels very strongly that the reason he
did not get a job is that he has been put in

abeyance until perhaps some person with
a few less problems, someone who does not

happen to have epilepsy—even though he has

not had a heavy seizure for some three or four

years—will be taking that job until the pro-

gram presumably runs out or that person is

now back in school. Then he may be con-

sidered again for it.

This is the kind of thing which, I suppose,
is not directly an abuse under the Act, but

it certainly causes me some real concern in

respect to how this program is going to

operate.
II say to the parliamentary assistant, he

sat with us on the select committee on high-

way safety and heard time and time again,

certainly in the written reports which I'm

sure that the member has read, about how
much followup money is needed to be added
to any program in order to study the effects

of it all and to see whether the program
has in fact achieved anything.

I ask the parliamentary assistant very

directly how much money is to be spent and
how thorough a followup study is going to

be done on every employer and on every
student employed in this to see whether or

not these abuses have occurred, whether or

net the student feels—or the person hired

feels—'that it's been a valid summer job and
a valid use of his or her time in that employ-
ment? Although they were paid, was it really
a job which they felt contributed to the

economic health of the province of Ontario

at this particular time?

If he wanted to sit down, we could enu-

merate 12 or 14 points and areas which
should be thoroughly investigated and fol-

lowed up in order to say something meaning-
ful about the program. I would like to see

that sort of data collected.

We are still in the same position. We're
now in this program, suspecting a bunch of

things aibout it, unless this very detailed

analysis is made from here on until the end

of this program.
I'd like to hear in detail from the parlia-

mentary assistant just what sort of surveys
are going on throughout and what sort of

surveys take place at the end that will

answer some of these questions for all of us

in the House. I would love to have some of

my suspicions proven unfounded by his facts.

Rut he's going to have to take the survey

very carefully; he's going to have to hire

someone, if he hasn't already hired someone,
or take someone for some period of time into

his ministry, into this program, to make sure
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that the proper kind of survey is drawn up
which will yield answers to specific ques-
tions.

I know that on a personal basis that no

doubt appeals to the parliamentary assistant.

It is a program which he will personally
feel important. But has he been able to sell

this idea to his colleagues in terms of having

money provided for that sort of followup

study, which I feel is very necessary?
I've outlined what kind of surveys I think

should be done. I'll just end very quickly

by stating a general concern.

What basically is wrong is the economy.
If this were a healthy economy, then the

government would be having all kinds of

summer employment in the very areas of

expertise that these students in colleges and

universities, for example, are 'being trained

for. We've got to, in Ontario, do something
verv basic about our economy.
One could get into a whole economic

argument here about what should be done,

but basically we've got to get all our re-

sources processed here in Ontario, as a start.

If we don't start to move at some time to

ensure that all our resources, be they from

mining or from lumbering and the whole

processing of trees and the whole refining of

our ores, if that isn't done in the province
and a start made to ensure that it's all done
in the province, we're losing not only per-
manent jobs but all those summer student

replacement jobs in the highly trained field

as well.

When I went through my undergraduate
training as an engineer, there was no prob-
lem whatsoever in obtaining a summer job

—fairly high paying—in the engineering field.

With the buoyant economy, with each and
every company virtually doing some re-

search and development in connection with
that company's head office, there were all

sorts of summer replacement jobs. These
were not just replacement for holiday va-

cation but replacement jobs which allowed
the particular engineer or scientist in that

plant to be able to do something further

in R and D, while they kept on with an

already well established R and D project and
so on.

Virtually all of that has disappeared, and
that's one of the main faults in our econo-

my. The first thing should be to take that

sort of step to ensure that some R and D is

done in Ontario and, second that have re-

turned all those scientific jobs associated with
the refining of ores and the processing of

our wood here in Ontario. Then we'll have
a definite, long-lasting, productive summer
job program. If we don't move towards that,

we're continually going to find ourselves

with this type of program before us each
summer. Essentially, I suspect, many of the

jobs will be dead-end. And although it's not

the direct responsibility of this particular

parliamentary assistant or, tangentially, only
with respect to TEIGA, I might follow on
one of the points which my colleague from
Beaches-Woodbine brought up.
We are concerned about the lack of em-

ployment for many of our trained people.
Our nurses, for example—our teachers, for

example. But I would hope that the par-

liamentary assistant, with his particular re-

sponsibility for youth, would be pushing
very hard within the cabinet for programs
of training of what's referred to as skilled

people in the trades. We are still in the

position of having to import skilled trades-

men. We do not have at all any proper

program in our college program to meet
the demand for skilled tradesmen in the

province.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I won-
der if the hon. member would return to the

principle of this bill, please.

Mr. Bounsall: This provides permanent
jobs, Mr. Speaker, for both our summer
students as replacements and permanent jobs
in the future for our youth which should
be a much more valid expenditure of funds

by the province of Ontario than this pro-

gram which we have before us. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. McCuigan: As a fruit farmer I have
some expertise, I think, in this subject, and
a very personal interest in the subject of

youth employment on farms for the summer
season. Certainly, I and many of the people
I represent would welcome a wage subsidy
to help Ontario fruit producers meet the

challenge of imported products which are

produced in the United States with a mini-

mum wage of $2.20 per hour, versus our

$2.65. It's a minimum wage that's very

poorly enforced in some of the states.

Also, they have the problem in the United

States of the alien workers—they estimate

there are as many as 10 million aliens in the

United States and they're very poorly policed

as to the minimum wage.
We would welcome a wage subsidy in

Ontario to help meet that challenge, but in

this bill I find myself very perplexed as to

how I would use it—what tests I would

apply to its use. Do they have to have a

birth certificate? Would I have to photostat
it? What sort of records would I have to

prove that these people fell within the

proper age of 15 to 25? And there would be
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a question of whether it was new work, or

whether it was old work. I can give you an

example: as I left this morning we were

picking cherries, with probably about 25

young people. The year before, in 1976, we
had a crop failure. So, do the people I em-

ploy this year represent new people, or

would they not be new people due to the

crop failure last year? If this very confusing

system is adopted by some growers and is

used to the utmost and perhaps abused,
then do I too have to abuse the system in

order to stay competitive and stay within the

industry?
I think, in its present form, this question

of eligibility makes it a very bad bill, and
it's going to cause ill feeling amongs farmers.

Perhaps those who do qualify are people who
are just coming into the industry or have

planted cherries, say, a few years ago and
this is their first harvest this year—they're
going to have the ill-will of their neighbour
who has been in the business for many years
and who would not qualify. So I can see

farmer being set upon farmer as to the

eligibility of this program.
I would certainly urge that, as a practical

person involved in this question, a great deal
more study and a great deal more clarifica-

tion be given. It would be my feeling that
if we're going to have a wage subsidy then
it should be open and free to all, so we not
have this terrible administrative problem.

Mr. Cassidy: I had two or three comments
to make, Mr. Speaker, about this particular
bill. I have to say that we have reservations
about it although we're going to support it,

and I think a number of my colleagues have
talked, as well, about some of the problems
which we anticipate in the bill.

This is the dollar-an-hour subsidy. The
government says it will provide 20,000 jobs.
In fact, this particular program is so circum-
scribed that we don't really know how many
jobs will be provided and, as far as the

political mentors for the government are con-

cerned, they don't particularly care. They're
much more concerned about the public rela-

tions impact of this program on the electorate

during the recent election, and about what
they can say in speeches—such as the Trea-
surer's speech of the other day-than they
are of providing real, long-term, sustained
assistance in helping young peple get jobs
in the province.

I think that the basic approach we would
take would be as simple as that. We support
this because it's better than nothing. We
support it because we don't expect to get
much else from the government. Our past
experience tells us that they provide little,

they provide it late, they provide it in a

rather ungenerous kind of way and this pro-

gram is no particular exception.

[5:00]

The government's own statements indicate

that very little will be done to monitor and to

ensure the jobs that are created under the

bill are new jobs rather than jobs that would
have been created anyway. The time limits,

as I have mentioned, also indicate that the

16-week program, so called, in fact will

amount to jobs which last for an awful lot

less time than that.

I want to suggest, Mr. Speaker—and I

want to say this quite seriously to the parlia-

mentary secretary who is responsible for the

Youth Secretariat—-I think that this parlia-

mentary secretary has got a difficult job in

front of him and a challenging job and I wish

him well. I don't think there is anybody else

on the government side who is particularly
concerned about the enormous problems of

young people trying to get themselves estab-

lished in careers and in the work force.

Now, I don't know the member for Mis-

sissauga North (Mr. Jones) well. I do know
that he has this responsibility. He is an up
and coming member on the government side

and this is his opportunity to make his mark
on behalf of his own career and on behalf

of the people who are, in a sense, his con-

stituents among the population of the prov-
ince—that is workers between the ages of 15

and 24 or 25. Nobody else has certainly
shown any indication on the government side

of giving much of a damn about the plight
of young workers and that's why I repose a

certain amount of hope in this particular

member, Mr. Speaker. That is his responsi-

bility, in the same way that, regardless of the

attitude that the Minister of Labour may
express to organized labour from time to

time, she remains the only hope within the

government side because if she won't fight
on behalf of the rights of collective bargain-

ing, the rights of organized working people in

the province, it's for damn sure that nobody
else on the government side is going to.

I think it's significant, Mr. Speaker, that

in all of this debate that has gone on since

Thursday—not that long a debate, but all the

same we have had a couple of hours to dis-

cuss the question of youth employment—I

think it's significant in all that time, I believe

only the member for Fort William (Mr.

Hennessy) has had the temerity to speak from

the government side on the matter of youth

employment.
Here we have a situation where 200,000

young people are coming on to the labour

market on a full-time basis from high school,
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community college and university, effective

in April or May of this year; where in April

and May there were around 140,000 young

people who were unemployed, not just for

the summer, but on a full-time basis; where

there were God knows how many hundreds

of thousands of students looking for work

over the summer. In many oases it was abso-

lutely vital to their future because if they

couldn't get a job then they couldn't qualify
for student assistance and they couldn't con-

tinue with the training for the careers that

they had picked out for themselves in life.

Yet not a single one of the Conservative

members, with the exception of the member
for Fort William, saw fit to raise-

Mr. Maeck: What has that got to do with

the principle of the bill?

Mr. Cassidy: It just seems to me interest-

ing that not a single Conservative member,
apart from the one exception, saw anything

wrong with the government's program about

youth employment. Nobody got up to say, as

they could have, "We wish we could do
more but there isn't enough money." That's

not sustainable, but at least it's a defensible

kind of position.

Nobody got up to suggest to the Treasurer

and to the youth secretariat that something
more be done for their particular riding, or

their particular region, or the particular in-

dustry that they had the honour to represent.
The young lions who were elected this time

for the first time—the member for Carleton-

Grenville (Mr. Sterling) for example; the

member for Durham West (Mr. Ashe); the

member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Rotenberg),
he isn't here right now—the young lions were

curiously muted, Mr. Speaker. You know and
I know that if they don't speak up in their

first weeks of being in the Legislature, they
are never going to do it subsequently. They
are very quickly tamed. Here's the member
for Wilson Heights right now and he's obvi-

ously very quickly tamed as well, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please! Would
the hon. member return to the principle of

the bill as quickly as possible?

Mr. Cassidy: Of course, Mr. Speaker. I am
suggesting that there are a lot of young
people in the riding of Wilson Heights who
are currently unemployed, who were not

able to benefit from this particular bill

because of the inadequacies of the bill.

Although we are supporting the bill I think

that the member from Wilson Heights had
a duty and a responsibility to his constituents

to get up and say what it's like in his riding

and why he would hope that somehow the

Treasurer would find a—
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Any

direction the hon. member might give to the

hon. member for Wilison Heights is out of

order. Perhaps he would return to the prin-

ciple of the bill.,

Mr. Cassidy: Well okay, Mr. Speaker. You
will agree that the purposes of the bill are

extraordinarily broad, because it pertains to

the creation of a youth employment program.
In fact, section 2 of the bill says, "The pur-
pose of this Act is to provide for the estab-

lishment of a youth employment program."
Young people are defined1

, I suppose. Any-
way, we know the age of young people, and
I think it is quite open to talk about youth
employment problems in any riding of the

province, or in a general way.
Mr. Gaunt: I think the Minister of Labour

feels a speech coming on.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I want to take

issue with the youth secretary because there

are several things that I would like him to

reply to when it is his turn to speak on this

particular bill.

Back on April 25—and how long ago that

seems to be—the member for Mississauga

North had a press conference talking about

the youth employment plan. That was just

a day or so after the budget, if not on

budget day itself. At that time, he referred

repeatedly to studies and surveys that had
been conducted by the Youth Secretariat,

which pointed to the need for this youth

employment program. The repute of the re-

searchers of the NDP is known across the

province.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: However, our researchers were

completely unable to find out from the Youth

Secretariat, or any other source, what was

available. And as they report, there was

either nothing available, or else nothing had

been prepared, or else nothing was being

made available. This is certainly contradictory

to the new rules around this Legislature

which say that that kind of background in-

formation should be made open to public

consumption, and I hoped that the youth

secretary would have a few words to say

about what those reports and studies were.

All that we received were the brochure,

the ad, the employer application form, the

bill, and the budget reference to the youth-

employment program. And nothing else.

The Globe and Mail reported that the

parliamentary assistant responsible for the

Youth Secretariat thought that 11,000 of the

subsidized positions would turn into per-
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manent jobs after September 16. Our re-

searcher understood him to say, alternatively,

one-quarter or three-quarters of the total

number of jobs would be made permanent.

Now, I would like him to comment on that.

If he believes that 11,000 of these jobs

will become permanent, then I think that we
deserve an explanation. As far as we can see,

this is purely conjecture, because there is

absolutely no way of making such predictions.

And as far as we can establish, no research

has been done, or in fact could be done on

this particular matter.

The program administrators tell us that

they hope that young people will be able to

"show their stuff," to demonstrate their worth

and to prove themselves indispensable. The
claims of the government, Mr. Speaker,

appear to be based on nothing else but

hope.

Second, I wish that the youth secretary,

now in consultation with the Minister of

Labour, would say how many of these sum-
mer jobs, and it is a summer employment pro-

gram, will go to students and how many to

the permanent youth labour force. Again, it

is not possible to predict, and I suppose
that they will have no data until the end of

the program. However, if you take the esti-

mated 250,000 person-weeks—which it said

that this program will create in an ideal kind
of a setting, with $10 million being spent—
and divide that among 140,000 or so young
people who were unemployed in April and

May, you get all of two weeks of work on

average for all those people, which isn't

very much when one considers the kind of

need that actually exists.

If all of the jobs go to students—which

we think is very likely—then there will be no
dent made at all in the permanent youth

unemployed. And none of those permanently
unemployed young people will even have

the chance to prove their mettle in order to

be hired, if anybody is going to be hired

on a permanent basis as a result of the pro-

gram.
Third, I hope that the youth secretary, or

the parliamentary assistant responsible for

the Youth Secretariat, will reply to the

points that we have raised about the very
real prospect of abuse which exist with this

program.
I have to say, and with regret, that the

election results have created an unfortunate
situation for people who are unemployed in

the province. I hope that they all got out
to vote. I am not sure that they did—some
of them have become so cynical and turned
off on politics that maybe they stayed home
just this time. The election results certainly

revealed a lack of concern by the govern-
ment about the employment program which

is not, I believe, reflected in the opinions of

the population at large.

I've just been reviewing the results of a

questionnaire which I sent out to my con-

stituents just prior to the election—a riding

report which went out to them at the end
of March. Out of about 500 replies, approxi-

mately three-quarters indicated that unem-

ployment was a key issue, and close to half

of the people who replied said that unemploy-
ment was the key issue in Ontario today, or

at least in the great riding of Ottawa Centre.

I submit that the unemployed, and par-

ticularly young people who are unemployed,
are one of the very large groups who are

permanently excluded from the political pro-
cess in this province because of the perpetua-
tion of the minority rule of the government
based on between 40 to 45 per cent of the

electorate. I think that's an unhealthy state

of affairs, Mr. Speaker, not that a particular

government happens to get elected with less

than 50 per cent of the electorate, because
that happens from time to time and place to

place. It's almost inevitable if you have more
than two parties in a parliamentary system.

What does bother me though is that it is

the same 40 per cent who keep on electing

this particular party to power, and only one

or two hands are there at the wheel, such

as the parliamentary assistant, the member
for Mississauga North, to try and ensure that

the needs of the people who are not re-

flected in that 40 per cent somehow get a

hearing and get action from the government.

I don't know what happens up in Missis-

sauga North or in Brampton or in Chatham-

Kent or in places like that, but I can tell

you, Mr. Speaker, that I have had almost

nothing but employment problems coming
into my riding office since the election, and

they're mainly among workers under the

age of 25 who are, therefore, young workers.

The other day I think I had five or six

people in direct succession come through to

see me to talk about jobs and to ask me if

there was anything I could do in order to

ease their plight. It's really rather pathetic.

One of the things they say to me is, "Look,
is there anyway you can get me a job as a

messenger up on Parliament Hill?" Well, if

everybody in Ottawa who wanted a job as

a messenger on Parliament Hill were to get

it, there wouldn't be any room for the

parliamentarians.

But it is a reflection of a situation where

even in Ottawa, which has traditionally been

quite prosperous, there is now a very severe
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unemployment problem and it is affecting

young workers.

About five months ago, in February, I

placed an advertisement in the Ottawa

Citizen to seek a constituency assistant in my
riding. When people called up we told them
the salary, which at that time was $9,000. It

wasn't princely, to put it mildly. 1 think it

amounted to something about $4 an hour or

thereabouts. A demanding, difficult, skilled

job with a low salary.

Mr. Cunningham: Did you put your name
on the ad?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please!

Mr. Cassidy: When we advertised that job

a year and a half earlier, I believe we had
about five or six applications. In February of

this year when we advertised that job, Mr.

Speaker, we had 70 applications. And the

people who applied had a wide range of

experience, background and qualifications.

What was notable though was that for the

most part they were all well qualified, even
if not particularly qualified in every case for

the job that we happened to be advertising.
All of them would normally, or most all of

them would normally have qualified for jobs
at a much higher salary than what the

province was paying at that time in remuner-
ation for the riding assistants.

Again, it was sad, it was pathetic. People
who were married, who had kids, who had

family responsibilities came in. Young workers

who had worked for two or three or five

years and now found themselves unemployed
came in. People who had worked 20 or 25

years came in and they were out of regular
full-time employment. They had found them-
selves up against the wall in very difficult

and unexpected economic circumstances.

I have to say that I find it difficult to

accept that not a single Conservative, apart
from the new member for Fort William, can
have a word to say about the adequacy or

otherwise of the government program.
I can tell the parliamentary assistant of

another phenomenon which we see in Ottawa
and which I believe my colleagues from other

ridings are seeing as well. It is that young
people are unnecessarily taking additional

training because there's nothing else for them
to do. I recall, for example, the other day
running into somebody who recently gradu-
ated from Carleton with a bachelor's degree
in English or something like that, and who
was about to enter the law enforcement pro-

gram at Algonquin College for two or three

more years in hopes of thereby becoming
eligible for a job as a policeman.

[5:15]

The number of students who are now
applying for Master's degrees, for MA pro-

grams, and even for PhD programs, at

enormous cost to the Ontario taxpayer, is

legion. And if you ask them why are they
doing it, the increasing response is: "It is

not because I want to do it; it is because I

can't think of anything better to do."

The university is a kind of cocoon. It is a

pleasant place to be. The qualification may
or may not be useful in the future. What tho>

heck, you may as well stay at university for

another year or two because that is an awful
lot better than driving a cab or simply being
unemployed, or having to admit that you
can't get a job and having to live off your
spouse—if your spouse happens to be em-
ployed.

What this does in terms of human dignity,
in terms of people's sense of self-worth, in

terms of the normal career paths through
life, is very hard to put down here in the

Legislature. But I think that the results are

serious. I think it is very serious to frustrate

the desire and the willingness to work.
I think the secretary for youth should be

bending his mind to find better ways to use
that talent and imagination—that energy
which exists in our young people—than in

having them stay in the study force rather

than work force for want of anything better

to do.

I also find another phenomenon which I

have to say is very worrying. When people
come to me in my riding office in order to

talk about the problems of being unemployed,
I find that increasingly I, as an elected mem-
ber, have to tell them how life really works
in a Tory Ontario. They say to me that it is

not very fair. And I tell them that I know it

is not very fair; nevertheless, that is the way
it goes.

If you are a cabinet minister's son or

daughter; if you are the son or daughter of

somebody in North Toronto or the better end
of Ottawa then the chances are that when
you are looking for summer work it comes.

If you are simply the son or daughter of an

ordinary family, looking for summer work, or

if you are a young worker who has finished

with college and you don't have any pull, as

it is called, then you are adrift on your own.

And it may take you several years before

you begin to find your moorings, to find a

way.
The normal route that people have been

told to take by guidance counsellors and

people like that is to submit applications,

keep their nose clean and to watch the ad-

vertisements in the newspaper. That is about
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thf least effective way of finding a job. The
only less effective way is to go to a Canada

Manpower Centre and ask them for help in

finding a job. They have neither the job list-

ings, nor accurate and helpful advice about
how people should find a job. And that is

true, whether you want summer work or

want full-time employment.
I think that Ontario, which has some knowl-

edge about these things, should be applying

pressure on the federal government in order

to provide a more effective job-seeking me-
chanism through the Canada Manpower serv-

ice. We might even consider taking the

whole thing over ourselves and running it on
a provincial basis by agreement with the feds.

I think we might do a better job than they
do.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. May I point out

to the hon. member that I see nothing about
those remarks and that philosophy in this

particular bill. We should be discussing this

particular bill as to how to provide employ-
ment opportunities for youth in Ontario.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. Speaker: So the hon. member should
not wander this far afield and come up with
all your own ideas because we are discussing
this particular bill. Would the hon. member
return to this bill, please.

Mr. Cassidy: I am on this bill, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Well, it doesn't sound so to

me. That is a word of caution which the hon.
member should hearken to. Discuss this bill

please.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Speaker. You have
become unduly suspicious of me over the last

couple of years.

Mr. Nixon: With good reason.

Mr. Cassidy: The point is, though, that

whatever the job finding process is, and how-
ever much I, as a member, tell people what
they have to do in terms of using the informal
channels of finding jobs, there have to be jobs
available in the economy or it is all pretty
damn fruidess. All I can tell them is how to

make their chances a bit better, compared to

people who already enjoy influence and pull,
as it is called, in getting jobs. But personally,
as an elected member, all I can do in terms
of job creation is to come down here and tell

this government—Which, apart from the mem-
ber for Mississauga North, is completely in-

sensitive to the issue—that it has to be pro-
viding job opportunities in the province.

That means the government has to have a
healthier economy than it has right now. It

simply can't go on with an economy tolerating
the level of unemployment that we have right

now and say that it is taking any meaningful

approach towards providing jobs for young
people in the province.

I want to say that the government talks out

of both sides of its mouth when it talks about

youth employment. They told us in the spring
that every citizen should be able to participate

fully in all aspects of life in Ontario, but

young workers can't if they can't have a job.

They said in the Throne Speech they wanted
to ensure full opportunity and a bright future

for our people by expanding the job-creating
sectors of the Ontario and national economics.

The government can't do that when it has

200,000 people permanently unemployed, of

whom many will be young people.

They said they would complement federal

action to create jobs. They've done so by
creating a paltry number of summer jobs with

this particular program. They talked about

special funding to create jobs in both the

private and public sectors. Then they have

introduced this program, which does nothing
i-a provide jobs in the public sector or the

municipal level where it is our contention

there may well have been many opportuni-
ties to provide work in a responsible way and

respecting the municipal need not to overload

the local taxpayers.

They called their economic program a

program of confidence in the future of our

province and nation and then in their employ-
ment programs reflected a lack of confidence

in our future as a province and as a nation.

They talked about protecting our natural and

human resources. Whatever they are doing
for the natural resources, they don't protect
human resources when they have so many
young people unemployed and so few for

whom work is being found either directly or

indirectly as a result of this bill and as a

result of the other actions on the part of the

government.
I draw the parliamentary assistant's atten-

tion to budget paper A which relates to this

problem of youth unemployment. I want to

ask him in particular when he speaks on this

bill that he repudiate the efforts by the

Treasurer to categorize workers under the

age of 25 as being members of the second-

ary labour force in the province of Ontario,
a second-class labour force, a labour force

whose needs in the opinion of the Treasurer

are apparently far less worthy of concern

than the needs of providing jobs for male

workers aged between 25 and 55.

I have to say to the parliamentary assist-

ant I am very concerned an upset that young
people, be they male or female, who are

supporting themselves full-time who are re-

sponsibly pursuing careers, who in many
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cases are actually breadwinners and support-

ing families of their own, should be cate-

gorized as having needs for employment that

are far less important than the needs of

people who are aged over 25. I want to

suggest that this is a demeaning way of

treating young workers, that it is not an

acceptable way and that the youth secretary

in the province of Ontario should, be using

every effort, publicly as well as privately, in

order to change that decision. He should

start now in this particular debate by repudi-

ating all of the contents of budget paper A.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member has not got back to the principle of

this bill yet. I have given him a great deal

of time.

Mr. Cassidy: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker. On
the point of order, I am repeatedly referring
to the question of youth employment and

youth employment programs, and that is

precisely within the meaning of the bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member is talking about the employment
opportunities and the assistance to solve the

problem of those aged 25 to 55. That is not

in this bill. Would the hon. member just stick

to the principles as espoused in this par-
ticular bill?

Mr. Nixon: In a short speech.

Mr. Cunningham: He hasn't read the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry, if I

had gone on a lengthy digression about the

problems of adult unemployment for people
over 25, I would understand your inter-

vention. But it surely is possible to refer to

the context.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member is debating the remarks of the

Speaker. Will the hon. member please dis-

cuss this particular bill?

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. In the reference to

young workers in the budget, there were
several points which I think are worth re-

calling in this particular debate. In the first

place the Treasurer acknowledges that since

1975, the rate of growth of young workers in

the labour force has significantly slowed
down to the point where it is less than the

growth of the labour force in general.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. This particular
bill is not really elaborating on budget paper
A, B, or whatever it was you said. There's a

proposal in this bill and this is the bill which
should! be discussed, not general remarks
about the whole worldwide situation. If the

hon. member would please concentrate on
whatever measures there are in this particu-
lar bill.

Mr. Cassidy: With great respect, Mr.

Speaker, I am talking about the question of

youth employment and this is the one oppor-
tunity in the course of this bill-

Mr. Speaker: Order please. That matter is

discussed in here but you should be dis-

cussing these matters in here, and not the

whole field. The hon. member may continue.

Mr. Cassidy: I fail to understand you, Mr.

Speaker, I'm very sorry.

Mr. Speaker: I think I made myself quite

plain.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member will dis-

cuss this particular bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Fine, and this bill, Mr.

Speaker, deals with the government's re-

sponse to the youth employment program.
The parliamentary assistant who is respon-
sible for youth is listening with attentive

interest. I appreciate his concern and the

fact that he's been present for the entire

debate. I ask him to repudiate the idea that

young people are secondary members of the

labour force. I hope that he responds to that

particular point.

I point out to him, Mr. Speaker, that none
of the evidence which has been suggested
in various discussions about this issue in-

cluding speeches by the Treasurer, the Pre-

mier and in the budget papers, substantiate

the view that somehow the entry of young
people into the labour force has created

particular reasons for redefining the per-
mitted level of employment in the province
to the point where we can tolerate 200,000

people permanently unemployed. If that is

now the position of the government, we re-

pudiate that and we ask the youth secretary

to repudiate that as well.

The statistics which have been presented

by the government and by other authorities

indicate that youth unemployment does tend

to be higher than unemployment in general
in the economy. There are very good reasons

for that. Young people lack experience,

young people are moving from job to job
as they try to find out what is particularly

suited to their needs. Young people are

lowest on the seniority list and therefore they
are the ones who are the last to get hired

and who tend to be the first who get fired.

All of that, however, still suggests that

the real reason that youth unemployment
is high right now is not the reasons which
the Treasurer gave, suggesting it's a lack

of experience on the part of young people. It

is the fact that the economy as a whole is

not performing up to par, and therefore

there are not enough jobs generally and



294 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

therefore there are too many young people
seeking work which just isn't there. We
think it wrong that rather than getting the

economy back on its potential path, the

government simply tries to redefine the prob-
lem in order to pretend that it isn't there

at all.

We find in particular the argument that

young people are entering the labour force
in increasing numbers in order to take ad-

vantage of the unemployment insurance
scheme to be particularly distasteful, as well
as unfounded and not based on the facts.

I would point out for example that in

February of this year, young people in On-
tario represented 45 per cent of the unem-
ployed, but only 33 per cent of beneficiaries
of unemployment insurance. In February of
this year there were 69,000 young people
collecting benefits, but there were 143,000
people who were unemployed. That does
not suggest to us that young people have
been entering the labour force in order to

benefit, or rip off the taxpayer, through the

unemployment insurance system.
I would point out in contrast, and the

Ministry of Labour of this province itself
has pointed this out in relation to the youth
employment question, that it is not a weak-
er labour force attachment of young people
that creates their higher unemployment rate,
but they have a weaker labour force attach-
ment because of the fact that they have less
attractive job opportunities than people who
are older.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. As the hon.
member must realize, he's making a general
speech on a matter which is of great im-
portance-yes. But how are those problems
being dealt with in this bill? It's this bill
which we're discussing at this particular
time. Now will the hon. member discuss
the principles as contained in this particular
bill, not the general, worldwide situation,
please?

[5:30]

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the study of
the-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I want to do
that now.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, that's what I'm doing.

Mr. Speaker: You haven't yet.

Mr. Cassidy: My own-
Mr. Speaker: Order, please! Just get to

this bill and never mind the general situ-

ation, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, with great respect, Mr.
Speaker, you do seem to have one set of

rules for me and another set for other mem-
bers of the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please!

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: I think the hon. member
should withdraw those remarks.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I do withdraw
those remarks, but I do have to say that as

the critic for Treasury of my party, I think
1 am entitied to talk at some length on these
matters. Also as the closing speaker for my
party, I wanted to resume a number of

points that have been made in this debate
and make some ones which were not made
by my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker: It's been pointed out to the
hon. member that this is the bill we're de-

bating, not the general situation, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. Okay.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, if I can con-
clude my quotation from the Ontario Minister

of Labour's comments on youth employ-
ment-

Mr. Speaker: No, I think they're con-
cluded. Will the hon. member get im-

mediately to this particular bill?

Mr. Cassidy: With respect, Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Speaker: Order, please! The hon.

member, I'm sure, understands English.
Would he get to this particular bill without

any further delay? We've allowed him to

stray and discuss the matter in general
throughout the whole worldwide situation

practically. Now would he please discuss

this particular bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, Mr. Speaker, obviouslv
I bow to your particular rulings, and I will

talk, as you will, about the very specific

aspects of this particular bill.

Mr. Breithaupt: The member should talk

about youth unemployment.

Mr. Cassidy: I have been talking about

youth unemployment. As the hon. House
leader for the offidial opposition is well

aware-

Mr. Stokes: Obviously, you're not listening.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes.

Mr. Nixon: Neither are you.

Mr. Stokes: Yes, I am.

Mr. Cassidy: We have expressed concern
that this is a skeleton bill and leaves an
enormous amount of discretion in the hands
of the government. We are concerned about
the fact that municipalities are completely



JULY 4, 1977 295

excluded from this particular bill. We are

concerned about the policing of this particu-
lar bill. It is so paltry that we are going
to get into the same situation with this set

of grants as we got into, Mr. Speaker, with
the housing grants, the first-time home buy-
ers grants, of a year or two ago.
We are concerned, Mr. Speaker, and I

want to put some specific figures on to the

record. The bill is meant to be a 16-week

program and when it was introduced we
were told, in fact, that it would be a 16-

week program providing up to 20,000 jobs.
Between May 30 and September 16 is a

period of not 16 weeks but is, to be very spe-
cific, 15-5/7 weeks. In other words, the
introduction of the bill assumes a complete
take-up prior to May 30, that the employers
in question all had jobs available to take

effect starting on May 30 and that they
would then take people for the period of 16
weeks that ensued. That's unrealistic.

We're concerned, as well, that the prom-
ises about 20,000 jobs aren't matched by the

funding which is available. There isn't fund-

ing for 16^week jobs for 20,000 people.
There's funding for 15,600 jobs over 16

weeks, or for 20,000 whiich will last an aver-

age of 12% weeks. As various of my col-

leagues have pointed out, Mr. Speaker, the

student aid program, in fact, requires stu-

dents to have worked for a total of 16 weeks,
which means that those who get hired for

the average period of time which is called

for under this particular ibill will not fulfill

the requirements for student aid and run the
risk of being knocked out when they go and

apply for their student loans and grants in

the ensuing year.
The Treasurer stated in his statement of a

few days ago that approximately 10,000 ap-
plications have been received for this par-
ticular program by June 27, and that they
averaged two jobs apiece. That's all very
well. It's significant that the day he chose of

June 27 was a month after the introductory
date of this particular program.

I wish that the parliamentary assistant for

the Youth Secretariat would tell us how
many of these jobs have, in fact, been ap-
proved; how many are in the pipeline now;
what wage rates are being paid for these

particular jobs; how long a period is repre-
sented by each particular application or what
is the average length of job which is en-

tailed; and whether he would go back to the

questions that we raised initially about how
many of these jobs will in fact come out to

be permanent jobs on a full-time basis.

I would remind the parliamentary assistant

that over the course of the last two or three
months we've made a number of very specific

proposals about youth employment, which
we believe would have a far longer lasting

impact that this particular program.
il recall, personally—and I think this is

worth pursuing at a future date, Mr. Speaker
—when I was just out of university I spent
some time in West Germany in Offenbach,
near Frankfurt. I lived in an apprentice's
hostel and worked in a factory.

At that time, it was the custom that every
young person who left school at the age of

15 or 16 in Germany took an apprenticeship
for a period of two or three years. Thev
continued to go to the equivalent of the
local community college for one day a week.

They took training on the job and by the
time they were 18 or 19, they had the op-
portunity to go back into community college
on a full-time basis, without the need for

qualification that we require in this province,
and they also had a trade and a skill—and—
perhaps, by that age, some better under-

standing of the need to acquire a trade and
a skill. That's because the early attractions of

the big money that they thought they would
earn from getting into a job quickly paled
when they found out the real cost of living
in the world outside.

I think that we in this province should
consider ensuring that not just some young
people get an apprenticeship, but that we
provide that kind of training for every young
person, whether it be on-the-job training or

sandwich courses in the community colleges,
or full-time training in the community col-

leges.

I think that's a goal that we should look

forward to, Mr. Speaker. We can certainly
afford the time, because young people right
now are whiling their time away. There's 14

per cent of them out of a job right now,

probably more if we didn't fail to count the

thousands and thousands of young people
who will simply not enter the labour force at

all due to the lack of employment oppor-
tunities in the province and due to the in-

adequacies of this particular program.
I think that the government should take

very seriously the youth careers program
which we advocated during the budget de-

bate and which we also advocated during
the course of the debate on economic matters

that took place during the election campaign.
We suggested that could provide 8,000 or

9,000 full-time jobs. Again, it's not an

adequate response with the number of un-

employed people that we have, but it's cer-

tainly an awful lot better to have 8,000 or

9,000 people introduced into jobs which

you have a fair certainty will become full-

time jobs than to have 20,000 young people
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for 10, or 12 or 13 weeks with no assurance

that anything will continue—and, in certain

cases, with students even taking up the job
of full-time workers who have been put into

a forced holiday situation over the course of

the summer.

I think we will probably put this bill into

committee in order to pursue some of these

questions in more detail. If the parliamentary
assistant for youth matters can answer these

questions during the course of this debate,
I would have thought that would assist in

helping us get through the more particular
matters during the course of the committee.

To repeat, we think that this bill isn't

enough. We have to support it because it's

the only thing we have any hopes of getting
from this government and we wish the youth
secretary, or the assistant for youth matters,
well. He's got an uphill battle to fight within

the cabinet and within the government. But
he alone has any chance, I would submit, of

making any impact within the government
on behalf of 140,000 unemployed young
people—and hundreds and hundreds of thous-
ands of young people who are affected, in

addition, by the underemployment and un-

employment situation in the province right
now.

Mr. Williams: I can well recall the last

session of the last Legislature when the whole

concept of providing job opportunities for

youth was brought forward at the time of

the Speech from the Throne. I recall that

particularly because I think that was the first

occasion that I can recall when a Speech
from the Throne was presented in the House
and there was applause, albeit mild, from
the opposition benches.

At that time the Throne Speech identified,

very clearly, the high incidence of unem-
ployment that existed, particularly among
this age bracket of people in the work force,
or potential work force. So, it was interesting
to find immediate response from the opposi-
tion members, and the manner in which the

government wanted to take the initiative in

involving the private sector in resolving this

critical problem with regard to those who
were potential employees in the age bracket
15 to 24. When this was more clearly spelled
out in the budget presentation by the Treas-

urer, again I think there was some surprise
shown by the members on this side of the

House by the enthusiasm that was shown
by the members of the opposition, even from

amongst our socialist friends. That indeed
was a unique situation.

Today as we have come to translate the

specifics of the program as spelled out in

the budget paper in this Bill 11, we find now
that there is continuing support in principle
for the bill. However, I do find it regrettable
that more than enough scepticism is being dis-

played by the members of the opposition as

to whether the bill in fact is really workable,

notwithstanding the fact that the opposition
members did not hesitate to point out the

numbers of youth who have already en-

rolled for the program and the number of

employers who have hired on students and

young adults to participate in the program.
In fact, probably the only area in which there

is not a lineup of eligible employees waiting
for the job opportunities is probably in that

area of the farming sector which relates to

the keeping of bees. Outside of that area, I

don't know of any where there is a shortage
of potential employees.
The initiative taken here by the govern-

ment and the initiative taken by the private
sector in responding to the bill have been
most encouraging. Any suggestion that has
been made by members of the opposition
that it has taken only the initiative of the

albeit capable member for Mississauga North
to bring this matter into the House today
I think belies the facts, because it is well

known that all members on this side of the

House spoke most heatedly on and fully en-

dorsed this program, not only before but
also during the election period when it was
very much a matter of concern by the voters

in Ontario.

The problem having been identified by our

government and the initiative having been
taken by the private sector, as I have indi-

cated, have been very heart-warming. The
fact that the government has seen the need
to involve the private sector such as it has

never done before is a new trend that is

likely to continue after the success of this

program has been proven. One can only prime
the public pump for so long and with so

much additional funds being put into it to

provide short term make-work programs that

have no lasting beneficial or tangible effects.

I suggest there is a substantial difference

that arises in this type of program where we
have the private sector putting up the front-

end money. That is where with the help of

the subsidy from the government this pro-

gram will succeed like no other that we have

had, and I am not in any way belittling our

Experience '77 or '76 or '75 programs, or

belittling the other programs where we have

provided direct seasonal employment through
the public sector and through that initiative

alone.

This new initiative is bound to have not

only the short-term desirable effects but,
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more important, the long-term lasting effects,

as has been suggested. While this has been
refuted by some of the opposition members

suggesting there will be no long-term, lasting

effects, even though the program is barely off

the ground, I am sure many of the young
students and young adults who take advantage
of this program will remain in the work force

and probably many of them will continue as

permanent employees of their new employers.

[5:45]

The scepticism I referred to that has been
enunciated by some is ill-founded—to suggest
that there will be many of those who will try,

as the terms has been used!, to rip off the

system. A number of members have tried to

relate this program to the first-time home

buyers program where there was some evi-

dence of abuses being made of the system. I

suggest in this instance there is a substantial

difference. Here, as I mentioned a few
moments ago, the employer is putting up the

front-end of the money. Even though they
are receiving the benefits of a provincial grant,

they have as a profit-making enterprise the

necessity of operating an efficient business

operation. Simply because a provincial grant
is available, they are not going to hire un-

necessarily additional staff.

The comment was made earlier by several

of the members of the opposition that if our

economy wasn't in the state that it has been
in the past year or two with the international

inflationary picture before us, this program
perhaps would not need to have been intro-

duced. Frankly, I don't think any member in

the House would argue with that suggestion.
If we had a healthy economy and many more
people were in the work force today, of
course the need would not be there to en-

deavour to stimulate the economic pump this

time in the private as contrasted to the public
sector. But we are all well aware of an ailing

economy, and this is an initiative taken by
the government that is suited for the difficult

economic times. In fact, I suggest many of

the companies would not be hiring these

students without the availability of that addi-

tional $1 because of the fact, as has been
discussed) many times during the budget de-
bate and prior thereto, that small businesses

particularly in this province are finding them-
selves priced out of the international market-

place.

IDiscussion, comment, and debate have
taken place with regard to a number of small

manufacturing businesses, a number of which
have been located in our border cities, where
the businesses have had to either close down
or to reduce the number of their employees.
It has been found that in most of those in-

stances the reason has been that the em-
ployers have found that they could not com-
pete with businesses of similar size with
similar objectives, manufacturing similar types
of products, on the other side of the river,

where they were paying employees as much
as 65 cents an hour less than what they had
to pay employees on this side of the border.

While the wage levels in the United States

are allowed to catch up through this 12-

month period, perhaps this program will assist

our small businesses to survive during that

catch-up period. With the support of this

provincial grant to assist those ailing small

businesses, I am sure this is the way and
means by which a lot of our small businesses

will survive during the next 12-month period,

during which period hopefully our whole

economy will turn around into a more pro-

ductive, positive period.
I think that this bill, for those several

reasons, has to be one that does deserve the

support of this House.

Mr. Mancini: Is the parliamentary assistant

taking all this down?

Mr. Williams: The scepticism that has been
shown with regard to possible abuses, I think

is totally conjecture. As has been pointed out,
in the bill there are a number of built-in

safeguards whereby there are very heavy
fines imposed upon those who are found to

be fraudulently providing information that

would make them qualify, when evidence

might show that to be to the contrary. And
I would suggest that by and large the busi-

nesses in this province will in good faith

take full advantage of this program and that

not only will the youth and the young
adults of this province benefit from the pro-

gram on the short-term basis, but many of

them will remain in the work force. I'd

suggest further that many of the small busti-

nesses as well as some ox the larger will con-

tinue to prosper and benefit as well from this

program.
II think that tMs bill before us today will

prove to be a landmark in the support it can

give to the private sector and it is one which
I think will prove to be copied in other

provincial jurisdictions in the coming months
and years ahead. In stating that, however,
I'm hopeful that this does not mean it will

become a permanent institution by reason of

the fact that we will find ourselves in better

economic times in the very near future.

Mr. Stokes: We wouldn't want it to con-

tinue too long—it might be construed as

socialism.

Mr. Williams: Some concern has been

expressed, Mr. Speaker, with regard to—
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Mr. Conway: Who was that masked man?

Mr. Williams: —section 4(2) of the bill

which deals with the definition of related

persons. I think that some concern has been

expressed as to whether there is more latitude

that exists with regard to incorporated com-

panies' hiring next of kin, or the sons or

daughters, or brothers or sisters, of senior

management of incorporated companies,
whereas with regard to unincorporated com-

panies there is absolutely no means by which
a relative could be employed by that com-

pany. I think that the parliamentary assist-

ant should make it absolutely clear that

restrictions do apply, even where the em-

ployer is a body corporate as spelled out in

section 4(2)(iii).

Mr. Conway: Since when are the Tories

against nepotism?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're wasting
time here.

Mr. Williams: Subject to that one technical

comment, Mr. Speaker, the bill does give

meaning to the initial comments that came
forward in the Throne Speech and which
were more clearly identified at the time of the

budget. I think now that we should not

hesitate to enact this legislation and let the

benefits flow therefrom for the private indus-

tries of our province.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Any other hon.

members to speak to this bill? If not, the

parliamentary assistant.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to thank

all the members that have contributed to the

debate.

Mr. Breithaupt: Now you are being pro-

vocative.

Mr. Jones: I have had an opportunity to

keep notes, and I recognize some of the

comments and suggestions made as having
flowed from the Throne debate and from the

budget debate of earlier times. The one main

thing that I kept seeing come from various of

the members was some fact that seemed to

be a little bit out of sync as to things that

we've made into this program—specifically
and with a considerable amount of thought.

For example, we keep hearing over and
over again such catch phrases as "make-work

programs," and we keep hearing about stu-

dent programs, all in the context of the

program set out in this bill. I'd just like to

clarify some of those for the members.

For example, "make-work" kept coming up
from the very start when the member for

London Centre—I believe he was the first

speaker—touched upon it, and then we've
heard it through several speakers since. We

have heard it this afternoon from the mem-
bers for Hamilton Mountain, Hamilton East,

Brantford, Scarborough-Ellesmere and others.

They kept insisting that this was a make-
work project.

I would like to remind the House, as the

last speaker from Oriole has, that this pro-

gram is in concert with the private sector,

the businessmen and farmers, who have the

largest percentage of investment in the par-
ticular hourly salary or the weekly salary. I

can tell you that any of us who do come
from a business background know that this

is hardly their inclination, as businessmen in

this day's climate, to once having made that

investment then make a make-work project.

It just doesn't happen, and that isn't happen-

ing with these examples that we are having
a chance to review, to visit and examine in

concert with businessmen.

Rather, what is happening is what we

designed and hoped for with this as one

program, where this government could give

considerable assistance to the young people
of this province who find themselves caught

up, as we have heard today, in a very tight

job market, and particularly a market that

works disproportionate numbers of unem-

ployed for their numbers.
We did hear the member for Ottawa

Centre speak of the situation in his riding,
and while he didn't presume to know the

situation in Mississagua North or Brampton
or some of the other ridings he mentioned,
I have had the privilege of travelling the

province with Youth Secretariat work and

visiting in concert with businessmen, on the

campuses, in the high schools, talking with

the young people who are faced with both

a job need for this summer and, of course

those young unemployed that are both look-

ing for jobs and are about to or have just

recently graduated and are in the job search

process.
But one major thing we did keep running

into. I know there is a big subject called

mismatch of jobs, and I can understand, be-

cause we are working with it, the need for

all kinds of apprenticeship programs. Yet one

major thing was missing. We needed a

stimulus for the private sector.

Many members have talked about the

young people coming into their respective

constituency offices; feeling the frustration

in a tight market; being the first people to

be asked that important question, "Do you
have experience?", and then, of course, all

too often told, "We'll call you." What was
needed was some kind of a stimulus, some
kind of an assistance to the private sector

so they might help the labour component
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of their cost makeups. Thus they would

give an opportunity to young people for

that short period when they are first gaining
their experience to be introduced to the

private sector. They would have an oppor-

tunity to prove their worth and have of

course, an opportunity to gain the most essen-

tial thing needed—namely, experience in the

real world or work where 90 per cent of

them are going to end up working anyway,
with the private sector, be it in business or

be it in the farm community.
The next thing that we heard mentioned

over and over in the debate, was the talk

about abuses. There was almost, I suppose,

a paranoia about bad businessmen who are

for sure going to— and the term was there

again, overused all so often—be ripping off.

That certainly isn't the kind of social con-

cern that we have run into as we have
worked with businessmen throughout the

province, as we travelled in our career de-

velopment program, for example, where we

met wth representatives of business in the

form of chambers of commerce, of boards

of trade, who have shared with us some of

the suggestions that have gone into the de-

sign of this particular program.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please! May I inquire
of the hon. parliamentary assistant if he will

be much longer? Should he maybe take an
extra couple of minutes to finish now, or

will he have a length> remark?

Mr. Jones: There aie a number of ques-

tions, Mr. Speaker, thai might take a few
moments more than 6 o'clock.

Mr. Nixon: It is 6 of the clock.

Mr. Breithaupt: Perhaps that could be
done in committee.

Mr. Kerrio: Dispense.

Mr. Speaker: I await the direction of the

House leader.

Hon. Mr. Welch: We will call it 6.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT
(concluded)

Resumption of the adjourned' debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 11, An
Act to provide Employment Opportunities
for Youth in Ontario.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I believe the parlia-

mentary assistant was tidying up Bill 11.

Mr. Jones: I was merely explaining for the

benefit of the members who took part in the
debate and for the House as a whole that

there were a few words that kept recurring

throughout the debate that I felt it was im-

portant we clarify. I had touched on the

often misused word "make-work" which go

often crept into the debate. I was about to

touch on the word "abuses" to assure the

House that we were very mindful of the

potential for abuses and did our very level

best to ensure and guard against some of the
ones described or that some of the members
were concerned about.

The abuse probably most often referred

to, and one that concerned us as we drafted
the program, was that we might have, just
as was described, a situation where perhaps
people could be released from present work
and replaced by young employees so that

students or young people could take advan-

tage of the jobs with the $1 subsidy, or
rather the employers could. I can assure the
House that we set in place a very closely

designed program which involves not only
the Manpower offices, with their extensive

records, in order to ensure that they are

legitimate, bona fide employers operating
within the spirit of the bill, but also a pro-
gram where, in concert, the Youth Secre-
tariat is following up and checking those

employers on a constant basis to make sure
the spirit of the bill and the letter of the bill

are complied with.

Also, the subsidies branch of TEIGA has
in place an audit that is not only an on-spot
audit but an onward going audit, and there
will be a wrap-up audit.

So everything has been put in place. In

fact, I can share with the House the fact that

no less than 10 per cent of the applications
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have been declined. There was a comparison
drawn in the course of the debate between
this program and how it might relate to the
home buyer's grant. I can assure members
that it is an entirely different situation. The
audit as set out here and the inspecting
powers under this Act are much broader than
the home buyer's grant provided for.

People who are not qualified are very
clearly rejected. As I say, we have recorded
some 10 per cent of those, probably the big-
gest part of them being simply that it was
either not a new job or that it was some kind
of an abuse whereby there might be a situa-

tion where it could be deemed that someone
was being replaced. The audits are ongoing
and provision is made in the bill for the

grants to be recovered in any situation where
we might find an abuse.

We heard certain of the members in the
House during the debate mention cases, or
rumours I think were alluded to most-

Mr. Cassidy: More than rumours.

Mr. Jones: We've heard a lot about ru-

mours, and I guess some allegations, that

there were abuses known under the program
where existing employees were let go. I have
balked with members of the caucus the mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre (Mr. Cassidy) repre-
sents. I have talked with one I know of who
has come to me and said he had this suspi-

cion. He shared with me the city and the

name of the firm, and we were able to do a

check. I ask the House yet again, and any
of the individual members, that if they know
of any abuse, if they could provide us with

any of the names we could follow up with
the investigation to make certain that none
of those occur.

As we make that suggestion, we have in

place the mechanics in order to make those

checks. I can tell members from the outset

that when the program was explained to em-

ployers or prospective employers, it was very

clearly made known just exactly what the

criteria was and what the penalties for abuse

would be.

We heard over and over, and I touched

on it just before we recessed, the fact that

this seemed to be a student program. We
heard several of the speakers mention it was
a student program, whereas in fact others
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did clarify as they touched it, that it was

both for iStudents and youths generally who
are unemployed, more appropriately unem-

ployed youths as a whole with students being
a part of that.

Perhaps the misunderstanding comes into

play because of the program having come
into effect during the summer months. It is

probably because we have the biggest period
of youth unemployment then. We nave heard
the figure of 143,000 unemployed as it existed

back in April, and we knew that there were

large numbers of graduating students coming
on the market. I would ask the members to

bear in mind, when we hear this statistic of

197,700 coming out of the school system—
sometimes it's referred to as 200,000—that
there is a participation factor that has to be

applied against that. Remember there are

large numbers that might be June brides; or

some might be going on to other post-secon-

dary education.

Mr. MacDonald: That's participation all

right.

Mr. Jones: The fact is that somewhere in

the early 60s is the percentage of real parti-

cipation.

Mr. Cassidy: What about June grooms,
why do you pick on one sex? Most June
brides work if they can get a job.

Mr. Jones: Right, but the fact is I could

deluge you with a pile of statistics, and I

think there is a danger in that. All of us
know full well there's a very real problem
with unemployed youth, and as we search
for the answers to assist in this province we
do so with a very clear conscience and with
a considerable amount of thought and design
in the programs.

There's a danger of drifting into some sta-

tistics that are not helpful to us. In fact they
probably cloud the issue and make our task,

big as it is, even more difficult. So I just
share that one thought that some of the sta-

tistics that come about tend to get a little

magnified and a little over-dramatized, bad
and all as it •&.

'But it is true that in the summer months
when we have the normal large numbers of

unemployed—and that experience Irs being
shared around the world—as we deal with
them we have our summer students coming
on the job market in their very large numbers.
On this program itself though, I would
answer one of the questions people were
asking—and they had heard a discussion of

figures from as large as a potential 11,000 to
lesser numbers—which of these jobs might
have the possibility of being onward going;
there was a lot of discussion during the
debate about that. Our best guess—yes, I say

it is a guess—can only be drawn from the

types of discussions we've had with the em-

ployers who have made these jobs available

and have gone forward to employ the great
numbers of young people who are already in

place and the others who are in the process
of being employed. As I look at jobs, such as

machine operators and all the different cate-

gories—assistant hair stylers and farm labour

—and having talked with, as we have, so

many of the employers, we can get some
sense or feel for how many of them might
be onward going, given the potential of an

experience that will lead into a career and a
better position and full-time employment for

those young people. 1 would not pretend to

be able to be accurate in the amounts. I have

said, and perhaps this is where the figure
mentioned in a Globe and Mail report comes

from, that there was a maximum potential,

given the 20,000, that could be upwards, in

that figure, of 11,000; or it could be as low
as 2,500, given our statistics.

Mr. Cassidy: That is the maximum.

Mr. Jones: That is the maximum.

Mr. Cassidy: What is the minimum poten-
tial?

Mr. Jones: The minimum potential could
be about 2,500; but again it would be a
matter of balance between how many of the

jobs were taken up by students and how
many of the jobs were taken up by unem-

ployed youth, be it a young person of 23
with two youngsters at home to feed and so

on.

Mr. Cassidy: Are there any studies?

Mr. Jones: I made my estimates, when 1

was asked about this, from the first sampling
we have received by way of applications. I

might give you an example. Lets take one

inquiry that came to us on the first or second

day from a very sincere individual who
wanted to hire one extra person. This person
was a one^person operation, a courtroom

clerk, who was taking on a certain amount
of work. The person couldn't quite handle
the extra load, had been struggling under it,

but the economics were such that the labour

component of a second person, to add to the

clientele and take on the extra court cases,

just didn't make it viable. They phoned to

say: "Listen, I'm a one-person business,

could I possibly qualify under this program?"
We described it and they said: "Fine; it had
to happen some time but I just haven't been
able to manage; the dollar will make the

difference."

That young person, 1 would have to guess
from the conversation I had, would carry on
as a full-time employee and no doubt make
a career in that job. In fact there was some
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talk that it would become a partnership with

the young person gaining the experience and

becoming totally viable and productive in

his or her own right and going forward in

partnership with this other lady.

Many of those types of examples have

come to us. We have no crystal ball, we
won't pretend to have, in which we can see

how many of them will indeed bear that

kind of fruit; but that's the kind of oppor-

tunity we want to provide wherever we
possibly can.

There's no doubt this is a first-time-ever

program, this dollar subsidy, which provides
an incentive for employers to give job op-

portunities to young people and the young
people in turn can prove themselves; there is

opportunity here for both sides.

As I mentioned earlier, we found this as

a result of our travels and talks across the

province. Not only with young people but

especially with hard-nosed businessmen, who
so very often are the employers, people with

an awful lot of conscience about their com-

munities; who want to provide jobs but in

many cases that labour component was the

stumbling block in that first, early period
where the young people were to gain the

experience. This was the period when the

employer had to decide. Would they take

off an experienced, seasoned employee to

help train one, two, three, or however many
young people; or would they perhaps leave

some of that productivity to lay fallow?

They suggested to us the difference the

subsidy makes, not for a long term but for

some period of time, could be the difference

that could give them some extra elastic in

their firm and thus make the job feasible

and they'd have a chance to be introduced

to these young persons, and the young per-
sons in turn would have a chance to prove
themselves. That seems to have been hap-
pening from the applications that we've re-

ceived and from comments of the employees
we have interviewed as we start our program
of analysing in order to know more about

both unemployed youth and unemployed
students.

We went into this program knowing some
considerable amount about it with our

studies that we have done over the last

two summers. But we added to it that extra

dimension of working with the Chambers of

Commerce, working with Boards of Trade,

working with service clubs and) employers in

every shape and form across the province.
This was the source of some of the advice

that came to us and helped guide us as we
designed this program.

There's been some very real doubt raised

about the chances of the program working.
I'd have to say the evidence is already in.

We have no less than some 35,000 appli-
cations at this point from employers of

every shape and form, large and small,

farmers; and the forms are in their hands.

They asked a lot of questions and under-
stood clearly the criteria that existed for

them to be eligible.

Some 13,000-odd of these applications
have been returned and we have—pardon
me, we have 15,180 of those applications

returned, and we have no less than 13,400 of

those approved. We do have 1,400 rejected,

as I mentioned, giving evidence of the

calibre of attention we're giving to make
sure that there aren't any abuses if we can

possibly avoid them.

Mr. Cassidy: That's a very sharp increase

in four days.

Mr. Jones: They are coming in somewhere
in the order of—given a start of a work
week—somewhere in the order of 350 appli-

cations. That's not to say that all of them
are eligible, because they might very well

have sent one in and circled that they are

not new jobs and then right off the bat

they wouldn't be eligible.

Mr. Davidson: Is there not a farm pro-

gram implemented already?

Mr. Jones: Someone mentioned about

farm programs, and several members have

touched on it. Someone shared with us an

article from, I believe the Windsor Star.

They talked about some of their worries;

about whether the program would work
for the farmers.

As you know, there were special provisos

in the bill to deal with the harvest side of

things. I can tell you that 10 per cent of

the applications are being utilized by farm-

ers who are quite happy with the program,
who have found ways to create new jobs;

and of course given experience to the young
people so that they can learn and perhaps

proceed from that to a career of their choice.

So while there might be some farmers

who have some doubts about the program, I

den't suppose we should be surprised at that.

It is new, it is the first time that any pro-

gram of this type has been brought into

being; but the fact is that 10 per cent of the

applications are from farmers.

[8:15]

When we turned into this program we were
mindful that there are some 2,800-odd busi-

nesses out there as potential employers. There
arc some 88,000-odd farmers who are po-
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tential employers. If some five per cent of

those were to hire just one and a half

youngsters we would be satisfied with the

numbers that we were attaining given the

funding that we were talking in the budget.
So to have applications that point in every

way toward jobs for those young people, to

have exceeded our target at this time, means
we are a long way from some of the com-
ments that we heard that the program
wouldn't work and all the doubts that were

being expressed about it in the debate this

afternoon.

There was some discussion about some of

the alternative programs that young people
could be working on. As we listened to some
of those I've made careful notes.

I appreciate them, as I mentioned earlier.

I notice, for example, there was some talk

from the member for Lake Nipigon (Mr.

Stokes) about some of the possibilities for

young people to be working in the north with

reforestation programs and assisting in forest

fire fighting. I have to remind us all that we
do have many other programs. We have our

junior forest ranger program, which is work-

ing. We have our experience program which
sees literally hundreds and hundreds of young
people working in the north. They, in turn,

as I visited the north last summer-

Mr. Stokes: How many of them are plant-

ing trees?

Mr. Jones: I really wouldn't know at this

point.

Mr. Reid: You also hired more from south-
ern Ontario.

Mr. Jones: I know last year there were
several hundreds of them working between
Kenora and Dryden. I visited a site last year
where some of them were trying a new re-

forestation program on burned-over areas. I'm
not sure if that program is in effect this year,
but I know that it was last year. I can tell

the member that with last year's serious fire

situation, as it was then too, some of the

young people took over some of the normal
programs of the regular Natural Resources

people, such as nuisance bear control, some
of the checking on the fishing—whether people
were complying with the regulations—so as to

free up some of the Natural Resources people
because of the special fire situation in the
north.

So young people were playing a very real

role in the north and, as the member knows,
under the experience program this year and
the expanded budget, Natural Resources re-

ceived probably the biggest single number
of increases. Of course, the junior forest

rangers also had an increase yet again this

year.

Mr. Davidson: Do you not have a junior
farm program?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Jones: I was talking about the junior

forest ranger program. There is a junior agri-

culturist program that isn't in the capsule in

the budget. There are several others, of

course, taking place. So this government does

have a pretty complete package, contrary to

some of the comments this afternoon that

seemed to imply that the government did not

care about young people and their summer
need for jobs or youth unemployment.

Mr. Davidson: There is a duplication.

Mr. Jones: There is no duplication, quite

the contrary.

Mr. Warner: You just don't know what you
are doing.

Mr. Jones: It is a complementing of one

program by the other. It's not one simplistic

program that's going to answer the needs of

young people in this tight market for them.

It's a whole proper package of well-thought

out programs. And it has to complement the

federal government's—

Mr. Renwick: Don't go too far on that line,

just limit yourself.

Mr. Warner: One Band-Aid after another.

Mr. Renwick: I know it is a Monday even-

ing and July 4, but don't get yourself out on

that limb about the prepackaging of measures.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Jones: Coming back to this bill, it is

true that this program was planned around

what the federal government was doing this

summer, so this program would be in place.

Someone asked the question why did it not

deal with municipalities and certain other

boards that were creatures of municipalities,

and so forth. That's one of the reasons. This

program was intentionally designed to com-

plement what the federal government was

doing with their particular summer programs.
That's why it was directed into the private

sector, where we felt there was a large un-

tapped source of new potential jobs where

young people actually need that component
called experience where they are eventually

no doubt going to be finding their work place.

So, it followed that taking this kind of a

program to the employers seemed to make an

awful lot of sense. I think the statistics are

proving that it is having an impact. We never

did pretend that it was a magic wand that

would solve all the youth unemployment prob-
lems we have in this province but we felt it

was an important stride, a first that is also

going to supply us, and this is in answer to

questions, with some critical data that will
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help us in future years as we come to grips
with it.

We all know and someone was reciting in

debate what the statistics were 10 years ago
when they were coming out of school. Of
course this is a different condition. The baby
boom generation is going through that youtn
transition from school to work right now
around the world in very large numbers, at a

time when we see the economy having some
constraint and restraint.

The fact is this government has taken what
I feel are a lot of important, innovative steps
toward doing more than its fair share in

setting an example for the private sector,

with OSAP that was touched on earlier and
which had a specific purpose and a high
success rate. It is a project we can look on
and explore bringing into the private sector.

In addition we have advanced our Experi-
ence programs to meet a growing need; just
as we have worked with some of the other

programs we have just touched on. lit fol-

lowed naturally that we should move to the

private sector in order to accomplish some
of these large numbers of jobs that were still

being needed.
I think that as we look at them some

questions come up about how a specific em-

ployer might fit in, be they a golf club or

some of the specific areas that were men-
tioned in the afternoon. One main thing
about it is that the same rule applies for

everybody. It's a matter of incentive for a
short term.

In answer to some of the questions about

why it hasn't gone longer, the fact is I think

we all know, and it has been mentioned by
some of the members today, any long-term
solution does rest with the overall economy,
and of course a government creating the kind
of climate that makes possible the kind
of inducement that has to take place for busi-

ness to expand and create those new jobs.

So for this special problem of unemployed
youth we didn't see the answer lying in long
years or many months of prop-up, because
then you do come close to this make-work

type concept and young people perceive it as

that. They want to stand on their own two
feet. They understand that for the first period
they learn skills; and while they learn to be

productive and while they gain that experi-
ence, they recognize full well that mere
could be something such as support for their

employer; they understand and appreciate it.

On the long term, however, they feel if

that prop-up is necessary it can't be a very
real job. Employers have shared the same
sort of comments with us and we have had
the benefit of some research in advance of

bringing this together.

On the discussion about the farmers, and
I see that the member who raised the ques-
tion is here, those thoughts shared with us

we are going to carry forward so that we can

have the benefit of them. Probably the farm

community is the one community that, while

they responded well, have had some ques-
tions about how they fit into the program.
As the member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr.

Nixon) said, there are some people who don't

quite understand how it could
apply

to them
and how the work they have could qualify
as a new, first-time job. Yet il say that 10 per
cent of them have qualified and are actually

hiring young people to work with them;

without any of the abuses that we have heard

rumoured. So again I ask that if you hear of

any of them in that specific area of the

program, we would like to know about them.

Sincerely, we would track each and every
one of them down to make sure we maintain

the integrity of the program.
There were some questions about how

many of the jobs were going to students. At

this point in time we still don't know, but we
do admit that probably we will find a high

proportion of the jobs going to students.

That's not necessarily a bad thing if under a

program such as this we can take students off

that market where they are presently in com-

petition with other young employed, that

helps to give them some extra elbow room.

So it's not necessarily a bad thing in itself.

All in all we would have to say at this

point in time this program seems to be serv-

ing the purpose we set out to achieve, and ini

fact it's probably beyond our expectations.

We are getting excellent co-operation.

Someone asked me specifically what kind

of salaries we were talking, the suspicion

being that we might be below minimum

wage, or in the student minimum wage I

Tuess it was. In truth we can tell you that it

is running higher than the minimum wage.
Not necessarily large wages, but as I look

down here at a sample I see machine oper-

ators ait $4 an hour. They are being hired

in a newly-created operation under this pro-

gram. I suppose a lot of them are at a mini-

mum wage of $2.65; but as we travel in

connection with our other duties in the Youth

Secretariat, we find that young people do

recognize increasingly, that their expectations

have to come down for to start with. Gain

the experience; it's a first-time job—that's the

approach. They can't expect to start with T-

Birds and $10,000 to $15,000-a-year jobs.

They don't expect to; they know it is a tight

market out there. They are grateful for the

opportunity to start and have a chance to

prove themselves.
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Mr. Davidson: They can't find any jobs.

Mr. Cassidy: That was a mistake. That
was a gratuitous assumption that bit about

young people and T-Birds. Really!

Mr. Warner: Tell us it is good to be poor,
that will be the next line. Tell us it is good
to be poor.

Mr. Jones: Let me say this: From our ex-

perience—everybody might say they would
like to be in the mill making $6 an hour—
but in our experience if it is a young medi-
cal student and he is able to gain experience
in the summer as, perhaps an ambulance
attendant to get some relevant experience, he
is happy to be making that lesser salary-
even if it might be $3.50 an hour. When you
have talked to as many young people as we
have across the province, it has to be true.

Experience does count with young people.

They know the value of it, they know that

it's the first, second or third question that

they are going to face on an application-

Mr. Cassidy: Why inject Thunderbirds into

the issue?

Mr. Jones: Well we just heard that some-
where along the line-

Mr. Cassidy: That came from the Youth
Secretariat.

Mr. Maeck: Pay no attention. Don't listen

to him; he's saying nothing.

Mr. Jones: We heard the member for

Brantford (Mr. Makarchuk) talking about the

program being sloppy. I have to assure him
that it really isn't. We have given it a lot

of attention. In the Youth Secretariat we
probably have as our major priority to at-

tempt to know more, to come to grips with
it and be a voice of the young people to

government, as is our mandate, on exactly
what some of their needs are. This is, of

course, paramount across the province. And
of course it helps government to understand
as best they can and garners support for
assistance.

I might just say in answer to some of the
criticism that we heard earlier, that I have
had support from the most senior of ministers
to every private member within the caucus.

Maybe they haven't been making comments
in this debate but that doesn't necessarily
mean that we haven't totally had their sup-
port, their understanding; and their ques-
tioning as to how they can improve the con-
stituents' use of the program which benefits
not only the businessmen but also of course-

Mr. S. Smith: Is he filibustering his own
bill?

Hon. Mr. Welch: It's called tit-for-tat.

Mr. Jones: —the young people, especially

young unemployed people who are facing
difficult times. So I do urge the members to

join with me and expedite-

Mr. Breithaupt: Expedite?

Mr. Jones: —what each of us clearly knows
is a step in an important direction towards

bringing together the young unemployed and 1

the employer, so that the youth of this prov-
ince can gain that important experience and

go on to build a career from this first job

experience which would be possible under
this bill.

Mr. Breithaupt: What about the other 80

per cent?

I presume the parliamentary assistant is in

favour of the bill? I didn't get that from his

remarks so far.

Mr. Jones: Oh, yes.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

[8:30]

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT
House in committee on Bill 11, An Act to

provide Employment Opportunities for Youth
in Ontario.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Before we deal

with the legislation, perhaps I might be per-
mitted—as this is the first time I have as-

sumed the chair in committee—to express my
personal appreciation of the confidence and
trust you have again reposed in mc, with no
increase in pay, in re-electing me as Deputy
Chairman. I shall continue to discharge my
duties to the best of my ability in an impar-
tial manner.

On section 1:

Mr. Gaunt: With respect to section 1(b)
I have an amendment.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Point of order. You will

recall when the provisional orders were in-

troduced for the operation of this House,
although we had generally agreed we would
waive certain orders as had applied to the

time frame, we did draw attention to pro-
visional order No. 20 with respect to ade-

quate notice dealing with amendments to

legislation.

Now here we are in committee with what
is one of what could be several amendments,
nd as of this moment the government has

received no written indication as to amend-
ments to be moved. I would draw to your
attention that although the rule says "where-
ever possible," it's quite obvious this mem-
ber has had what he is about to read in his

desk since Thursday, and there may be
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others, I think in order to facilitate the

orderly development of business in this

House, we at least should have the courtesy-

extended to us of having some indication of

the actual wording of amendments.

Mr. Breithaupt: May I speak to the point
of order, Mr. Chairman? Might I only com-
ment that I believe the parliamentary assist-

ant was aware of this item, and indeed

appeared to accept it generally as a point

worthy of consideration during the remarks
which the member for Huron-Bruce made
some days ago on second reading. Perhaps
the point agreed can be stressed before the

House, because obviously we want to have
as much notice on these matters as is prac-
ticable. I would think on this point though,
the Chair could accept this amendment,
since the point raised was, I believe, presum-
ed by the parliamentary assistant to be

worthy of consideration. No doubt the stellar

oratory of the member for Huron-Bruce will

win the day if we only give him a chance.

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Chairman, I've noted the

remarks of the House leader and he's quite

right. I must apologize for not doing so. I

dridn't have the amendment in my desk for

days. I had it typed up this morning as a
matter of fact, and I've had it in my desk
for a matter of hours—

Hon. Mr. Welch: More than two?

Mr. Gaunt: More than two? Yes, I would
have to admit it is more than two. But I

did alert the parliamentary assistant on Thurs-

day that I was going to move the amendment.
We discussed it this morning verbally, and I

think the parliamentary assistant is well aware
of my intention and the purpose of the
amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: On behalf of the NDP, we
were aware of the Liberal Party's intention

to move this amendment but not of the de-
tails. I agree with the House Leader that
it would be helpful if we had had a copy
of the amendment before, both for technical
reasons and also because of the chance to
consult on it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That is the point.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to assure the House
Leader that at least this time the one or
two amendments that I might have had in

mind to move, I won't put forward due to

not having given him notice.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I understand.

Mr. Cassidy: I think that it takes some
getting used to on all of our pants. It is

particularly difficult, however, in a case
where there is a lot of legislation coming

through under the jurisprudence of one

critic, to keep ahead as far as these amend-
ments are concerned.

Mr. Peterson: Point of order. I'd like to

respond, in assistance to my colleague from
Huron-Bruce. Notice was given of that on

Thursday and was read into Hansard. I

haven't read Hansard, but I recall specific-

ally giving notice before the member for

Huron-Bruce that this amendment would
go in. I don't think anyone, by any stretch

of the imagination, was caught by surprise
of any type.

Mr. Renwick: Where is that? There is no

provision for that.

Mr. Peterson: I'm just saying that the

intention was very clear. As I recall my
friend the member for Ottawa Centre was
in the House at that time.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That's not the point;

wording is important.

Mr. S. Smith: I appreciate that.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The Chair has
listened to the observations of the hon. mem-
ber for Brock and the other observations—

Hon. Mr. Welch: I wish you said that

more positively.

Mr. Maeck: The member for the Niagara
Peninsula.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: And I must say
that he makes a point. However, I would
caution the members of the committee that

in the future, wherever possible—I'm reading
from section 20—amendments proposed
should be filed with the office of the Clerk.

It would be helpful, not only to the office

of the Clerk, but to the Chair as well if we
were aware of future amendments. In this

particular case, after listening to the various

explanations and debate, the Chair will ac-

cept the amendment but would hope that

the hon. members of the committee in the

future would co-operate not only with the

Chair but the office of the Clerk as outlined

in section 20.

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Chairman, I have noted

your comments and I do apologize: It does
take some getting used to.

Mr. Renwick: Not when you have been
around here for a while.

Mr. Gaunt: We run this operation a little

tighter than we used to and one has to get
used to that. I do accept the little touch on
the knuckle by the Chairman and by the
member for Brock, and I'll abide by the rules

in future amendments I might propose.

Mr. Renwick: Gaunt's rules of order.
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Hon. Mr. Welch: Let's have the amend-

ment.

Mr. Gaunt: With respect to the amend-

ment, I put the case on Thursday. The mem-
ber for Mississauga North and I have dis-

cussed it at length privately and I don't think

it needs any further explanation from me.

Suffice it to say that there are good em-

ployers who have started up businesses within

the last year who do not qualify because of

the restriction under the provisions of the Act

whereby a business has to be in business for

a period! of a year before the business qualifies

under the terms of this Act.

I think there are new businesses which

could legitimately make good use, perhaps
even better use, of this program than some

company that has been in business for many
years, perhaps a multinational company. I

think that it is well worthwhile and that the

parliamentary assistant should take into

account what the amendment is trying to do.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Gaunt moved that sec-

tion 1 (b) of Bill 11 be amended after the

words "for at least" by deleting "one year"
in the third line and adding the words "one

month," so that the section shall now read:

"Eligible employer means a person who has

been actively engaged in business or farming
in Ontario for at least one month immediately

prior to the commencement of the youth em-

ployment program but does not include a

municipality or local board thereof, the gov-
ernment of Canada or the government of any

province or any agency, board or commission

thereof or any person prescribed not to be

eligible as an employer."

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, I would
invite your consideration as to whether the

amendment is in order. In that connection I

would draw your attention to standing order
86 which talks about resolutions, motions and
so on, which specifically direct the allocation

of public funds. The bill in its present form,
that is in its unamended form, has been
recommended by a message from the Lieuten-
ant Governor and has been in fact introduced

by a minister of the Crown. The amendment
I would suggest, has the effect, by virtue of

lessening the criteria, of directing the alloca-

tion of more public funds contrary to the

spirit and the letter of standing order 86. I

would therefore respectfully suggest that the

amendment proposed is out of order.

Mr. Chairman: Any discussion on this?

Mr. Nixon: On the point of order, you need
a great deal of advice. I don't think the point
raised by the House leader is valid since it

ha? little or nothing to do with the expendi-
ture of public funds, but simply the time

element involved in' accepting applications. It

might, in fact, turn out that less money would
be spent. There is no way of predicting that.

Certainly the amendment, as my hon. friend

has presented it, does not call for the ex-

penditure of extra funds. I hope, sir, that you
will not rule the amendment out of order for

the reasons given.

Mr. Stokes: Speaking to the point of order,
I would like to agree with the hon. member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk inasmuch as the

principle for the expenditure of funds for

that express purpose is already built in, and
the only point that is being made by the

member for Huron-Bruce is the actual time
that the provisions of that particular section

v/ill come into effect.

The principle of the expenditure of funds
for that express purpose is there. The effect

ot the amendment does not change that one

jot. It just means that there is an extension

of the number of people who may qualify
because of the time differential. The principle
hasn't changed. The expenditure of funds is

built into the principle enunciated by the bill

itself.

Mr. Breithaupt: Before you proceed to

make your decision, may I refer you to sec-

tion 3 which is, to my quick reading, the first

time the term "eligible employer" comes for-

ward. The section states that the minister may
make grants in the prescribed amount to

eligible employers, and so on, who hire what-

ever. Presumably the minister is not obliged
to make grants to persons who for one reason

or another do not fulfil the particular require-

ments. I would presume that since it is "may"
rather than "shall" the discretion yet remains

within the minister, and he is not obliged to

make any grants to any person or persons,
whether corporate or individual.

As a result, the changing of this time frame

which might be of great benefit to the

possible students who might be hired, does

in no way obligate the ministry to, in fact,

make grants Other than as the section 3

already sets forward.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Chairman, I don't

know why such a fine Christian gentleman
as the government House leader should sud-

denly become so obstructionist. He first tried

to obstruct the amendment on the basis of

there being technically—

An hon. member: He is a Christian.

Mr. MacDonald: —no notice given. Now
he is going to obstruct it on this basis. May
I remind him of what the Youth Secretariat

said, that they hoped they are going to meet
the objective. In fact, he was so enthusiastic

about the program that he was suggesting we
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might exceed the objective. In other words,

you've got a flexible amount of money in

there. And we are just going to assist you
to meet the objective a bit more fully. We
are really on the side of the Youth Secreta-

riat. Why are you playing this obstructionist

game tonight?

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please! Inasmuch as

the Chair was not aware of the proposed
amendment, and in order that I may have a

little time to reflect on it, perhaps we might
stand down the amendment and come back
to it in a few moments.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, on a point of

order. I do hope the parliamentary assistant

comments on this because I had understood
from the previous discussions that he was

prepared on behalf of the government to

accept it. I am not sure whether this is a

split in the cabinet or what, but there does
seem to be some dissension in the ranks over

there.

What I wanted to say was this though—
specifically in response to the point raised by
the hon. the House leader—in the budget
the Treasurer promised to introduce the
Ontario youth employment program, which
is what we have before us here, and then
said: "This program is expected to provide
a 16-week subsidy for up to 20,000 young
people at a cost of $10 million." And then
details are outlined later in the budget.
Now, the point is that the amount of

money is not changed one jot, tittle or iota

by this particular amendment. The decision
about changing the amount of money, I pre-
sume, is in the hands of the Treasurer of the

government and ultimately the Legislature.
The amount of money allocated for the pro-
gram is not affected because a ceiling has
been put on it in the declaration of policy by
the Treasurer. Therefore, I submit that this

amendment is completely in order as simply
broadening the category of people who are

eligible to split the $10 million allocated for

employment support.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, while you con-
sider the point of order, perhaps for clarifi-

cation I may add that it is true that I was
aware that the member for Huron-Bruce had
in mind what he felt would perhaps be an
improvement in an amendment that he would
like to bring forward as we moved into com-
mittee. It is true that I expressed both here
and to him personally that I could see certain
merit in that.

[8:45]

However, I also would like to share with
the House that I can see some very real

problems at this point in time as we consider
the point of order and whether this should)
come forward. I would say that there have
been several of those 10 per cent of those

employers who have been disallowed and that

you would have, to say the very least, one
horrendous problem of administration to go
back to seek them out if your sense of fair

play is going to apply.

Mr. MacDonald: It's like your first-time

homeowner's grant. You have had a lot of
horrendous problems.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. The
p?rliamentary assistant is really speaking to
the amendment rather than to the point of
order. Again I would ask the members of the
committee to give me a chance to reflect and
stand down section 1(b) and we'll come back
and deal with it late.

Hon. Mr. Welch: If I may be allowed only
to say this in reply, I do say with the greatest

respect for the member for York South that
he would be the first person to suggest that
rules were made to expedite the handling of
business here. I think we have in fact seen
some evidence of that even in this bill, where
we've been prepared to allow people to

wander away from principle.
1 think it's important to establish in this

early stage of this Parliament whether rule 86
in fact does apply. I've heard nothing as

argued before the Chairman of this committee
which really is a rebuttal to the main point
that I raised in raising Bill 86, that it can't

help but increase-

Mr. Nixon: You can't be serious.

Hon. Mr. Welch:—expenditures undler the
bill. It greatly increases the number of em-
ployers who may be eligible.

Mr. Nixon: But it can't.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That's the point, and
we'll leave it with the Chairman to suggest
as to when changing something to a business

that's been in operation for 30 days or a year
doesn't increase the number of eligible people.

Mr. Stokes: Maybe you can explain how you
arc going to increase the overall amount
funded for the program.

.Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Where are there limita-

tions on the amount?

Mr. Breithaupt: Without really wanting to

repeat myself, I must say that the government
House leader says that nothing has been

argued to show that this is only permissive. I

again refer him to section 3 of the bill, which
simply states that "the minister may make
grants, etc., to eligible employers." What is

being done here is to simply widen the class
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of those who might be eligible to apply for

grants. Obviously the granting of funds to a
certain total cannot be exceeded. It may be
that you will have 1,000 applications where

you had 900 before. But surely this does not
commit the government to the spending of

any additional money.
Mr. S. Smith: Of course.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Perhaps the com-
mittee might agree to my suggestion of stand-

ing down section 1(b) in order that I may
reflect and make a ruling on the point of

order that was raised by the government
House leader.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I want to

comment on another matter related, to section

1(b). May I simply read rule 86 into the

record in view of the fact that the House
leader is resting his case on that particular
section?

Mr. Deputy Chairman: I think we all have
it before us. Perhaps we could come back and
discuss 1(b) in its entirety in a few minutes or

later on this evening.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. I just want to say then

that after we dispose of that amendment I

would like to raise a different matter related

to 1(b).

Agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any other com-
ments, questions or amendment to any other

section of the bill?

Mr. Renwick: I have a comment. I hope
the parliamentary assistant can assist me with
section l(i) which reads: "prescribed means
prescribed by the regulations." As we are
about half way through the period from April
19 to September 16, which the Treasurer
announced is the termination date of this par-
ticular program, I'm curious to know whether
or not the regulation is now available which
establishes the program and the other terms
and conditions of its operation, in draft form
I assume.

Mr. Jones: A working copy of the criteria
bar. been available and has been adhered to

tlirough the program. If we were talking to
the amendment, for example, just to give you
one case in point, where the one-year situ-

ation was being discussed, there were criteria
set that we might get into if we come to that
debate. It has been essentially set, but with
there not being legislation in place we have
v/orked in concert with the subsidies branch.
It's its responsibility and the Youth Secre-
tariat's to try to hold true to the bill as pro-
posed, although it wasn't in legislation.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I wasn't

speaking to the amendment. I raised it at this

particular point in order that we could have
available to us the draft of the regulation
which, as you say, is a working paper which
was used for the purposes of the program.

I would hope that the minister would pro-
vide the official opposition and ourselves with
a copy of that regulation, because the guts of

the bill is in the regulations which will estab-

lish the program. They will determine all the

terms and conditions under which it will

operate and which have been of so much
concern to members of this party and others

in the House during the debate.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, there are no
regulations available in a formal sense as yet,

except, as I say, a list of guidelines that we're

readying to be used.

Mr. Renwick: May we have the guidelines?

Mr. Jones: Specifically the points that we
are finding being raised would eventually
come out in formal regulations once the legis-

lation is passed. I'd be happy to share the

few working ones.

Mr. Renwick: I do want to emphasize—and
I wanted to raise it at the earliest point in

time—the whole purpose of the Act is to

establish a youth employment program—it is

to provide for the establishment of that

Diogram and the whole of the program is to

be established by regulation. It's now, as I

say, 75 days-

Mr. MacDonald: The program's half over.

Mr. Renwick:—75 days since the Treasurer

introduced it and 75 days from the termina-

tion of the program as announced by the

Treasurer in his budget. Surely there must be

something which will be promulgated by way
of regulation to authorize this programme
before September 16. And if you don't have
a draft regulation, then I think that we're in

serious trouble about the bill. I would ask that

whatever guidelines or whatever rules you
have established be made available to us

because, presumably, ultimately they will find

their way into the regulation.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Chairman, let me just

add a word. This becomes more and more
bizarre. You've been operating for half of the

program without the bill having been passed
—circumstances that were under your control,

perhaps, are responsible for that. But here
we are with half the program over and you
haven't even got regulations. You're operating

illegally.

Mr. Nixon: Can't have the regulations until

they've got the bill passed.

Mr. MacDonald: You can have certain

guidelines and you may mull over them and
reflect over them, but at some point surely,
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when you're halfway through the program,
you're going to promulgate your guidelines
and make them regulations. I submit you're

operating illegally.

Mr. Makarchuk: Not only that, but you're

doing it with my money.
Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, the guidelines
that I speak of have been available. There's
no big clandestine cover-up or anything about
them. I can tell you they're contained primar-
ily in the brochure that we made available to

help explain the program to employers so we
could get the program going. They could
allot jobs; they could see if they qualified, so

they could proceed. The guidelines are con-
tained in the brochure that was made avail-

able through Manpower offices and through
chambers of commerce offices.

And so essentially that is the proposal. Once
the legislation was passed there would be the

drafting of the regulations and the passing to

the committee of regulations.

Mr. MacDonald: Posthumous regulations.

Mr. Jones: Also, in appendix B of the

budget they were set out in the form we've
been working with in this early stage of the

program.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. The member
for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you. I say this partly
to the House leader. He said a few minutes

ago that he was concerned early in this stage
of the Legislature that certain of the rules be
adhered to. I would like to bring to his atten-

tion, and ask the parliamentary assistant as

well to pay attention, to section 43(8) of the

provisional standing orders of the Legislature
which says: "After any policy statement or

introduction of a government bill, the govern-
ment shall table a compendium of back-

ground information of the type proposed on

page 50 of the second report of the Ontario
Commission on the Legislature."

I won't read the rest, but I would! like to

ask the parliamentary assistant, was such a

compendium of information tabled at the
time that this bill was introduced in the
session prior to the election? And what in-

formation has been added, if any, to that

compendium with the reintroduction of the
bill at this time? Because I personally, as

critic related to this bill, have not seen either.

There may have been a compendium of
information which did not reach me prior to

the election, but certainly there has been no
such compendium of information right now.
I say this to the House, Mr. Chairman',
through you, that if this rule is not going to

be adhered to then a basic spirit of the new
rules is being compromised and being ignored.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That would be part of the

budget speech.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, yes, I understand
that when the bill was reintroduced the com-
pendium of information was supplied—to the

library for one and, I understand, to both the

critics as well. So essentially, it's the budget
and the information added to that, plus a
whole explanation—the detail of the break-
down of the plan as it has been working to

d'ate and as proposed.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order. I feel,

obviously, we're going to have to learn how
to work this. For one thing it's going to be
like "Button, button, who's got the button?"
I may admit that the difficulty may be over
here but I'm not aware that this compendium
arrived over on this side of the House—at
least as far as the third party is concerned—

particularly if there was a detailed presenta-
tion of how the plan was going to work. I can't

say, from the words that have been uttered by
the official opposition, that they've displayed

any knowledge of having seen that particular

presentation either. Perhaps the assistant

would like to send that over, because that

would be very helpful while we undertake a

clause by clause study.

Mr. Peterson: We have not seen anything,
at least in my hands, on this particular issue.

The member for Ottawa Centre is quite right.

Mr. Cassidy: Perhaps we shall stand the

committee stage of the entire bill at this point
until the parliamentary assistant can find us

that information and give us the necessary

compendium. I think it is vital if we're going
to look at the details of other stages of the

bill.

Mr. MacDonald: We must operate by the

rules.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Hon. Mr. Welch: We could adjourn then.

Mr. Cassidy: Pardon?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Would you like to ad-

journ then for the night?

Mr. Cassidy: I'm sorry, you're the House
leader. I believe there are other bills that the

Minister of Revenue has got. Alternately, if

that material can be gotten for us in a short

period) of time we can have a look at it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: The parliamentary as-

sistant told you that this material was tabled

at the time of the budget. That's last April.

Surely to goodness that's the point he was

making. It's in the budget. It's part of the

budget paper.
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Mr. Nixon: He said "when the bill was
reintroduced."

Mr. Chairman: Order, please, I wonder if

the parliamentary assistant could clarify that

point.

Mr. Jones: Yes, essentially, as I was saying

earlier, Mr. Chairman, the information of

which the concern was raised surrounding the

regulations was essentially that in the budget
and the material that accompanied the budget.

Then, when it was reintroduced!, I understand

that that information was resupplied yet again,

including to the library as provided in the

rules.

Mr. Warner: You must have mailed it.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the assistant

said, though, that the information which came
out this time—and I would point out that this

bill—what's the number of the bill? Bill 7 or
Bill 11—it's a parliamentary fiction, I realize,
but this bill bears no relation to any bill ever

presented before in this Legislature—by con-

sent, material that had been given before
can't be included with it but it can be deemed
to be included with it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Do you give your consent?

Mr. Cassidy: Sure, if I knew what has been
given to us before. But the parliamentary as-

sistant has said that there was a detailed
breakdown of the plans for the presentation
of this particular program, or words to that
effect. Of course, we have the budget docu-
ments. We've looked at the document that
went to Canada Manpower Office, although I

don't happen to have one with me. But there
was some other detailed information of which
he speaks and which I think is the right of
the members of the Legislature to have a look
at.

Mr. Grossman: Who is quibbling now?

Mr. Jones: The working material that we
have for our own clarification and that of the

Manpower offices who work in concert with
us have consisted of—yes, the one you talked
about that is available in the Manpower
offices which sets out the eligibility and the
criteria—and appendix B which essentially sets

out in the budget the outline of the bill—and
the bill was intentionally kept in simple terms.

[9:001

We heard so much suggestion that the

program would be ignored, or the program
would not be looked upon with favour by the
private sector if it was made too complicated.
With that in mind we tried to keep all of our
explanations and outlines in the simplest
terms, yet adhering strictly to the principle
set out in the bill.

Further we had some working documents
that assisted us in those that would be eli-

gible and wouldn't—for example, a list of

programs that might be excluded undler the

bill, such as different commissions and differ-

ent boards that wouldn't fit into the criteria.

We had those and you are welcome to them
—federal Crown corporations and lists such as

that.

We understood that both opposition parties
had the benefit of everything that we had
available to us as we put the program to

work.

Mr. Cassidy: On the point of order or what-
ever we are on right now, I am upset by this.

I would like an assurance from the House
leader that we dbn't get this kind of situation

again. Perhaps one of his assistants, or some-

body else in the Cabinet Office, should make
sure that this material does come forward on

every bill in future so that we don't get into

this kind of situation.

It's a damned nuisance for us to have to

pick up the phone and say, "Where is stuff

which should have been tabled?" but which
has not in fact been delivered. The member
for London Centre may think differently. If

he is agreeable, we could probably go
through the detailed consideration of the bill

in view of what the parliamentary assistant

has had to say. If he has reservations, on the

other hand, I don't think the House should go
forv/ard without the agreement of both oppo-
sition parties.

Mr. Peterson: I think our party takes this

view. We are not happy about the procedure,
and I think it has been well and fairly brought
up by the members of the party to the left.

I don't see any merit at this particular point
in prolonging this bill. It is halfway through
the season. We are already, in effect, passing
it retroactively. As we said the other day, we
don't see any other alternative in the circum-

stances but to pass it expeditiously.
We do have a particular suggestion. My

colleague has moved an amendment. We want
to proceed with that as soon as the Chair has

a ruling, but we don't see at this point any
merit in fooling around any further.

Mr. Chairman: It has been drawn to my
attention that they are still consulting. Pos-

sibly we could just wait for a few minutes

more.

Mr. Cassidy: I gather from what the mem-
ber for London Centre said that he is pre-

pared to go forward with the bill. I just want
to ask the parliamentary assistant: Can he

give us some explanation of what the civil

servants were doing between April 29 and

June 9 in particular, and why regulations
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were not drawn up during that period of

time so that we could have had them before

the House at this time? In particular, what
does this mean as far as employers and

people who will work under this program are

concerned? If they happen to need the pro-
tection of the regulations, they will find that

they won't have anything to rest on until after

tie program has expired.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, it is true that the

program, and we talked to this in earlier

debate, is an entirely new program as I am
sure we all appreciate. It was a program that

had a sense of urgency about it, which was

expressed by all parties in the House during
the Throne Speech debate in particular. The
government worked with that same sense of

urgency to try to get the program in place as

young people were coming on the market
which was being added to by summer students

and first-time job seekers.

The regulations were not proceeded with.

That would have been presumptuous without

the legislation, yet we did adhere to these

criteria as set out in the bill and as set out, of

course, in the budget documents. Again I say
to all the members of the House—knowing
and recognizing it as a new program, wanting
to perfect it, to make sure that it works with-

out some of the abuses that people were
concerned about—we were asking people to

share any of their thoughts and any suspicions
of abuse and any specific information on them
tliat they can give to us. We pledge our-

selves to share any information you might
wish about how it works, and of course take

that into consideration for any improvements
we might bring to the bill.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you. Two other ques-

tions, Mr. Chairman. The member for Lake-
shore (Mr. Lawlor) has expressed my opinions
about the statement just made. The date of

September 16 is exactly 110 days, or 15-5/7
weeks after the beginning of the program. In

view of the late start of the program, and in

view of the apparent very sudden increase in

applications to the program which occurred
between June 27, when the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough) said about 10,000 applications
had been submitted, and today when the as-

sistant says about 15,000 applications have
been submitted, I want to know whether that

particular date is intended to be absolutely

rigid, so that it is impossible for any job that

began later than May 30 to last for the full 16

weeks, or whether it is now intended to have
some flexibility in the termination date for

this summer employment program.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I know at this

time of no plans for any change in the final

date. However, I can assure you that we in

the youth secretariat, as we talked of this

whole issue of youth unemployment, are very
mindful that the problem goes on and not at

all timid about bringing this to the attention

of the government. I have to say that I cannot

close the door on that, that we won't be

speaking to the appropriate minister. How-
ever, I know of no plan at this particular time,

if that's of any help to the member.

Mr. Cassidy: It sort of tells it the way it is,

doesn't it?

Mr. Chairman: I might draw to the atten-

tion of the members the fact that—a member
drew it to my attention—section 56 of The

Legislative Assembly Act, and in case those

studying the amendment are within hearing,

section 56 states that the assembly shall not

adopt or pass any vote, resolution, address, or

bill for the appropriation of any part of the

consolidated revenue fund, or of any tax or

impost to that purpose, that has not been first

recommended by a message of the Lieutenant

Governor to the assembly during the session

in which the vote, resolution, address, or bill

is proposed. I just draw that to the attention

of the members for their future reference.

Mr. Renwick: You should draw it to the

attention of those who are considering the

validity of that equivalent provision in The
British North America Act on the basis of

which that particular section is modeled. We
may be involved in a constitutional crisis of

immense proportions over this whole question
raised by the House leader. I don't think he

had any intention of provoking a further

constitutional crisis over this particular bill.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I wouldn't want to make

John Robarts' job any more difficult.

Mr. Chairman: I will just ask the members
to be patient while we await a message.

If there are any other questions or com-

ments on any other section, certainly it is in

order.

Mr. Renwick: Section 2, Mr. Chairman.

On section 2:

Mr. Renwick: This follows along the point

that I raised about the technical definition of

the word "prescribe" as meaning prescribed

by the regulations. I am very much concerned

that the whole of this program depends on the

regulations which will be promulgated, pub-
lished in the Gazette, and made retroactive.

What my colleague, the member for York

South, in his much more direct way than

mine chose to call "illegal," what he is very
much concerned about is that some time after

September 16 in the Ontario Gazette will

appear a regulation, after the event, awarded

posthumously—like the Victoria Cross—when
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the program is all over, making it retroactive

to April 19.

But none of us will have ever seen the

regulation under which the actual ongoing

program functioned. I am very much con-

cerned about that, because for practical pur-

poses, if the government doesn't have a

regulation in place very soon under this pro-

gram, there is no way in which anybody is

going to be convicted of an offence for a

misuse of the program, or an abuse of the pro-

gram, if in fact the regulations are not

promulgated until some time after September
16.

I'm not interested in the legal technicalities

of it. I think I had assumed—and I now
understand mistakenly—that when the bill

got into committee the parliamentary assistant

would be in a position to say, "Here are the

draft regulations which will be promulgated
as soon as this bill is passed," because the

very same regulations provide for the very

question that my colleague, the member for

Ottawa Centre, raised as to whether or not

it's your intention to extend the duration of

the program.
Here in section 2 we have a reference to

summer job opportunities. Well, you know,
summer is a measurable period of time. It

generally ends on September 21 in this part
of the world. I'm really worried that in your
youthful anxiety to get on with this program
you are creating immense problems at the end
with respect to accountability, with respect
to abuses, and with respect to the inability

of this assembly, because of the non-disclosure

provision later on in the bill, ever to be able

to get to the question of whether or not the

program is properly accounted for.

I think they're really serious problems. I

would assume that if what the parliamentary
assistant is saying is that the basic regula-
tions are simply going to be a rewording of

the documents and guidelines which you
presendy have, then I'd be quite satisfied. We
can then say these are the regulations in

draft form which are going to be promulgated
at a later date. We can then talk intelligently
about the problems which are of concern
to members of this caucus—that is, how do

you make certain that the person isn't sub-

stituting a youth in his employment in place
of somebody whom he otherwise would have

employed in the ordinary course of his em-

ployment program?
I think it's fair to say that with the ex-

perience of the home owners' grant that we
are anxious to help the government from

stumbling into that kind of an accounting

mess at the end of this program—regardless

of your good intentions, which are never, of

course, in question.

Mr. MacDonald: Of course not.

Mr. Jones: I thank the member for River-

dale for his comments and in truth I suppose

all of us expected to see this bill in place

very much sooner than today. As a matter of

fact the committee on regulations on which I

sit would have expected to see this today. I

can remember the House order we had

hoped for indicated that the bill was to be

dealt with last Wednesday, I believe. We
expected, if that had been the case, that the

regulations would have been in hand and

dealt with at this Monday's regular meeting.

It is true as we talk about some of the

criteria that we've had to continually go
back to the spirit of the bill as it is outlined

in the budget papers in trying to achieve a

sense of fairness and an equal interpretation

for all the many different kinds of employers
who have come forward on the new program
to ask questions. So I share exacdy your con-

cern. We would have liked to have seen the

bill in, of course, way back on the date

we all know when.
As to the regulations, I understand they

would be available very, very shortly and

that's why we're anxious to see the legisla-

tion in place. I can tell you that the regula-

tions will be adhered to and administered in

the same spirit that has been explained

during this first period of the brand-new

program with the employers.

[9:15]

Mr. Bounsall: Further on section 2, Mr.

Chairman. I realize that in my remarks on

second reading my questions would probably

be more appropriately placed during the

clause by clause. The parliamentary assistant

did not reply to the one point raised by my-

self on second reading. I wasn't in the House

for all of it, or listening to the box upstairs

for all of it, but I understand that it wasn't

raised. My point was on the analysis of this

program. I went on at some length over the

presentations which we received in the select

committee on highway safety about the need

for this on any program. Did the secretary

reply or did I miss his reply on that? If not,

I would like to have him respond to that

point now. How many dollars are being spent

and what kind of analysis is being made as

to the work of the program?

Mr. Jones: My apologies to the member

for Windsor-Sandwich. I would be happy to

share with him information on the program
that is already under way and what we pro-

pose to follow up this program. We have, as

I was mentioning earlier, a working relation-
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ship with the Canada Manpower offices. We
also have the two offices of the subsidies

branch of the TEIGA ministry, together with

the youth secretariat, joined together in a

program to give a very detailed analytical

study of all the area breakdowns.

In fact, we already have early reports

on that. This will give the nature of the jobs,

salary components, and a host of data on the

problem. It will, we hope, give the best

package of information anybody could have

in the province. As a matter of fact, without

the program we couldn't hope to have any-

thing like this kind of information.

As to the cost, we are using our regular

staff. They have built up an expertise over

the last two to three years they have been

studying the whole youth and summer-em-

ployment problem. That will not necessarily

require any large added cost. It will' probably

require some cost in computer runs to bring
that information together. In the last pro-

gram of that nature—last year we completed
the second phase of a summer program, a lot

of which went into the makeup of this pro-

gram—the computer cost runs were some-

where in the order of $5,000. That was being
assisted by two separate ministries doing two

separate parts of work on the computer runs.

I recall well how we shared the advice of

expert after expert telling us, "Fine; you
have a program that appears to be working,
but if it is new then the value lies in know-

ing exactly what you have accomplished and
where you can improve it." Without that, a

lot of the value of the program goes by the

by. So we understand that.

I appreciate your comments. Yes, we are

joined in making that one of our major

thrusts, to find out every single possible thing
we can from the workings of the program,
aided by future program design.

Mr. Bounsall: I appreciate that the youth

secretary has certainly agreed with my con-

cern over making a thorough analysis of the

program. I am a little worried though, with

no additional staff being added, whether we
are going to get out of this program analysis

exactly what we should be getting out. Could
the parliamentary assistant assure us that the

following data will come forward, or if not,

ensure that if not at this point, it will come
forward1 from these analysts?

What concerns me is, were the jobs use-

ful? Were the jobs created by this program
meaningful, both to the employer and his

profits—which is, of course, what concerns the

government over there—and to the person
who was employed? Was the whole program
worth it? Were the jobs useful and how much
profit did this generate for the private sector

—for the dollar per hour put into it by the

government? I would like to see that careful

dollar figure come forward which should be

quite easily brought forward if the proper

survey is done. Can he assure us that this

will be done, or will he assure us that he will

see that this is done? I feel that this must be

dene.

Secondly, you refer to the same type of

program run near the end—was it the Ex-

perience 76 program from which you got that

or to run this one?—has that been published

anywhere and have I just missed it? Or where
is that useful background data from which

you've based this program? Probably it's been

made available and I've just missed it.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I heard the mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre making comment on

it and he was the person who did raise that

question and was following the progress of

that report. There was some delay because

of computer runs and some of the things we
needed, to bring it to a useful working pur-

pose. However, it is in hand now and just

being put into the final working stage and it

will be shared with several levels of govern-
ment.

I happen to have, I think, the only copy
in captivity that has just come off in the last

couple of days. But it will be available, and
it's very useful in primarily the summer stu-

dent context because that's who it concerned.

To give you some idea of the extent of it, it

wasn't any small sampling, there were no

fewer than 5,000 employers surveyed as to

summer employment and some 2,000 stu-

dents. So you can appreciate that that is

giving us some very high accuracy.
In the new program I can reassure the

member that yes, indeed, we are providing
in this new structure a very complex set

of criteria that will probably give us a highly
accurate reading on some questions that

we've had. For example, even our early

samples tell us what the proportion of skilled

versus unskilled might be. These are things

we want to know—who would respond to a

program like that. We want to know such

things as the proportion of the jobs that were

created under this stimulus, as to those that

would be individuals, those that would be

corporations, those that would be partner-

ships. We naturally want to know where

they are in proportion to the youth em-

ployment.
We know simple things such as the

student unemployment situation. The north

—say, the northwest—would have about

three per cent of the student population of

the overall province, and yet we designed

our program purposely knowing there are
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fewer job opportunities in that part of the

province. So that, say, our summer Experi-
ence programs would provide something
like 10 per cent of the jobs in that area.

The same would be for the northeast and so

on.

We also expect to be able to determine—
we have some rough ideas already—how
they break out; food service industry, retail,

farming, tourist, clerical, wholesaling,
finance, and the various types of jobs, and
exactly where they are in, say, a Metro
area such as Toronto or other regions. We
can only accomplish that, of course, with a

very sophisticated system but I think' you
can appreciate just how valuable it will be.

So I do assure you it is being done with
some expertise behind it, and not sparing any
time, talent or for that matter, if it was
needed, the money, to make sure it would
give us exactly the maximum we can attain
from having run this program.

Mr. Bounsall: Mr. Chairman, I certainly
appreciate the work that has been done in
the Experience 76 program which the youth
secretariat now has in hand and I am glad
to be reassured on the type of analysis which
will be done.

However, because you now have that
study in hand, which I agree with you has
a significant number of persons sampled in
it-the 5,000 employers and the 2,000 stu-
dents-could we have that? You've got one
copy extant, but could we have that pro-
vided to us-at least maybe one copy for the
two opposition parties, for those of us
within these parties who are statistically
inclined?

I certainly would like to have a look at
that, and fairly soon and possibly before we
gel through the committee stage on this bill,
which now looks like it may well go into

tomorrow, because that gives us some idea
of the type of job and where it will be found
and where it will turn up as proposed by
this Act.

Mr. Jones: I would undertake to provide
this material to you as early as possible.
But I can tell you that this particular copy
is a computer run-type document and bears
no resemblance to anything that someone
could follow down and make sense of and
tie to this bill and how we came to be
there. I will undertake as soon as the copy
is in a finished-up form to supply copies to
both caucuses at a very early date. We hope
to be able to supply as a follow-up some
of our early reports that will lead into our
final statistical date on the OYEP program
too.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Windsor-
Sandwich is an engineer by trade, a pro-
fessor of chemistry by avocation, and has a

great deal of experience in reading precisely
that kind of print-out. I think the member
for Bellwoods (Mr. McClellan) who is a
social scientist knows more about, has

learned and has forgotten more about re-

gression analysis than most of us ever

learned. Surely if the parliamentary assistant

for youth feels himself qualified to read

computer print-outs, well so do we. I don't

see why that material couldn't simply be
Xeroxed and sent over. That's the kind of

thing which we should have had for this

particular debate. Will the parliamentary
assistant agree to have that Xeroxed and let

us have it now?

Mr. S. Smith: I would still Idee to meet a

guy who was a professor by avocation.

Mr. Jones: I'm not trying to hold anything
away from anybody. I tell you truly, unless

someone had the code charts that are still at

the college premises that created this, with
all due respect to the member for Bellwoods,
I don't know if it would be of any help.

Mr. Warner: This whole thing is a mess.

Mr. Jones: I asked to have this for today
and it wasn't completed. They forewarned
me that it wouldn't make any rhyme or

reason, even though I'm working with those

statistics on a regular basis. Yet I wanted to

see it so as to have in my hands the statistics

so far along as they were. They have graphs
and charts but they have no code to them

yet. If the member would just be patient we
would have all of that shortly, within the

next few days.

Mr. Warner: In due time.

Mr. McKessock: I think Bill 11 is a good
bill and a constructive program that is going
to allow our young people to get good busi-

ness experience. I also believe the one year is

too long a period to have to be in business

before you can make use of this program.

Mr. Chairman: I might remind the member
we're on section 2 of the bill. Section 1 is

under review at the moment. We're discuss-

ing section 2.

Mr. McKessock: It was on section 4 that I

really wanted to question the parliamentary
assistant.

Mr. B. Newman: I wanted to make com-
ment on section 2 and ask the minister

whether he can provide me the information

that request. Apparently the purpose is to

achieve lincreased employment of youth in

Ontario by creating new summer job oppor-
tunities. Is the minister taking into considera-
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tion the index of unemployment among youth
in various communities, in addition not only
to the index but the numbers of youth unem-

ployed, and as result provide more job

opportunities to these communities in which
the employment index is the greater and also

where the numbers of youth unemployed
are the greater?

Mr. Jones: I was answering a question

previously where I was demonstrating that

we do that on programs where we can ad-

minister it. For example, I was mentioning
the Experience program which as an employer
is setting an example for the private sector.

Yes, we do encourage the 18 ministries that

we co-ordinate under the Experience program
to address themselves to jobs in the areas

where we have from our statistics the knowl-

edge that the greater need is.

[9:30]

However, in the program to be provided
by this bill there is no method whereby we
oan go and instruct employers or do any-
thing other than the same for every employer
across the province that falls under and com-

plies as eligible under the bill to make the

proposal that they would have that dollar

grant. However, as I was just saying to an
earlier speaker, lit is going to give us con-
siderable information that might also help
employers as they make their plans about
where the unemployed are.

We do know some of those statistics aft this

point in time. But under this program it's

really up to the normal working process.
Once we've given the dollar inducement for

every employer that will make them create
new jobs across the province then it's a
matter of the employer seizing that oppor-
tunity and creating them.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Chairman, you are
still limiting the numiber of job opportunities
that are going to be available. My concern
is that if there is a greater need in a given
community because the numbers of unem-
ployed youth are greater, and also that the
index of unemployment is greater in that

community, and you have more individuals
or businesses that are willing to provide the

jobs, there should ibe some preference given
to the communities in which that index of

unemployment is the greater and. the num-
bers of unemployed are greater. I'm referring
to youth only.

Mr. Jones: Okay. We are talking youth
only and that was the reason that I brought
something else into the discussion, namely
the experience. Under this program, true,
there may be a greater number of young
people in a particular area. This is a new

pilot project. It's going to tell us in many
cases. We've known about students, but we
haven't necessarily known about youth em-

ployed, and we don't have any help from

other levels of government with a high de-

gree of accuracy on it. It will give us some
new information of that nature.

However, we are able to make proviso

under some of our other programs, namely
the Experience program, where we can pick

up that slack. Where we know there is a

greater need we have been able to, and

have, increased the number of jobs avail-

able through that program, for as you know
we have some 11,491 across the province
this year, a rather considerable increase.

Mr. B. Newman: How do you pick up
those additional job opportunities under the

Experience 77 program when the Experience
77 program is completely filled today?

Mr. Jones: Indeed, Mr. Chairman, the

Experience 77 program is filled and it was
filled early, and I think that's probably a

credit to the fact that—

Mr. B. Newman: Even before applications

v/ere sent in in some communities.

Mr. Jones: Well, I suppose that could

happen in some cases. I've never heard of

any community having that situation occur

to it, but certainly there has been a habit

by young people, and I don't suppose we
should blame them, to send in many more

applications—maybe a first, second and third

choice. So we get quite a flood, as you well

know, of applications to the program. I think

again it talks to the fact that they know

they're gaining experience, something they

are going to need as they go forward into

that transition from school to work in a

tight market.

We have very intentionally designed more

jobs under the Experience program into

some of those areas where we found youth

unemployment during the summer months to

be greater. But we haven't yet come up
with any system where we could do it under

this program. Not that we wouldn't con-

sider it if we could devise it.

Mr. Cassidy: Three or four specific ques-

tions; I think they can be answered quickly.

The parliamentary assistant gave us some
details about the number of applications now
in. I believe he said about 15,000 of which
about 13,000 have been agreed to.

I'd like to know how much money has

been committed; how many jobs have actu-

ally been approved; what's the estimated

average length of the jobs that have been

approved; has he any breakdown about the

kinds of jobs or the kinds of industries—he



322 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

has mentioned the salary ranges: $2.15 to

$4 or thereabouts—and can he give us any
impressions at this stage about the locations

of those jobs, particularly with reference to

jobs under this program in eastern and in

northern Ontario? I know he's spoken in

part about that, but not fully.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, as to the

estimates of the length and duration, they
tend to vary, of course, as to whether they're

purely seasonal or whether they have the

prospect of going onward the full 16 weeks.

They average to date 12 weeks, so that takes

in some of the shorter ones and, of course, it

takes in some of those that are taking ad-

vantage of the 16. We do have a constant
breakdown of the numbers of employers and
a breakdown by every town. So if someone
were to ask me, at this point of time, how
many of those applications there were, let

us say, in the Ottawa district: in total there
have been 4,763 requested and 1,928 of
them have been approved—now this isn't the
latest overall list but that was at June 15.

The latest overall figures from across the

province will come to my hand shortly, I

suspect, but that will give you some idea.

Then, of course, there is the the breakdown
Ottawa-Arnprior, Belleville, then Pembroke,
and so it goes. So that information is avail-

able to us.

You were asking about the proportion of

jobs by sector, I believe. We are finding that
it varies. Because of the largeness of the
central region, which we call the Toronto
region, versus the other regions we did
break it down and we had some differences.

For example, one of the categories was
food services. I notice that in the Toronto
area it was 12 per cent, whereas in the other
regions it was 23.9 per cent.

Naturally, you would get something in
the farming area. In the Toronto area it was
8.6; outside the Toronto region it was
running greater than that, but for an aver-

age of 10.

Tourist was running pretty well consis-

tently across the province at 8.2 per cent.
As we got into some areas such as resources
there would be nothing in the Toronto area
but in the north there was something like
6.0 per cent, to give you some idea where
some of those jobs were falling.

All of that statistical data, as I say, is

just now rapidly starting to come to hand,
but that will give you some idea of what
kind of care we're putting into bringing
it all together to give us a really hard-core,
concrete, accurate, province-wide assessment.

Mr. Cassidy: There are two questions the
assistant did not answer. How many jobs
have, in fact, been committed!? And how
much money has, in fact, now been com-
mitted—assuming that the applications that

have been approved go forward for the time
for which they have been approved?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, the method by
which the program works is that we have

approved so many applications. We know
that the employers are running an average of
two jobs per application at present. At this

point we wouldn't have an update as to the

accurate numbers that the employer has filled

to date. Once he's had the approval from us,
v/e wouldn't know how many of them he has
in place actually working, because the normal

process goes into work.
One thing that wasn't touched on in the

debate—and that I think is important to this

discussion—is that the student would go to a

Manpower student centre, or go to a Man-
power office, for example, and! he ask about
an employer who is taking advantage of this

program. Then he can use his initiative and
go to that employer, or he can take one of

these applications down to a potential em-

ployer he might have in mind and do a sales

job and ask if he could take advantage of

this program.
So there is that type of process in work as

well as the normal filling out of applications,

seeking something in the window and, of

course, following up the advertising that takes

place in all of the newspapers. So the normal

process is taking place.
I didn't give the total number of employers

here earlier in the discussions. They are in

that figure we were just discussing; I think

the figure I mentioned to you was 13,000.
That's the number of applications approved
and, of course, they are running too. How
many of them are in place or how long they

might go for we have no way of knowing,

except to know the jobs that have already
been filled are to run 12 months on the

average. That is the indication from the em-

ployer—12 weeks, I'm sorry.

Mr. Warner: I have a couple of questions
related to section 2, in particular the wording
at the end of that last sentence, which is

"will provide young people with work experi-
ence and skills that better equip them for

full-time participation in the labour market."
Unless I am mistaken, there already is some

jurisdiction for that kind of mandate within'

the community-college system, and within

manpower retraining.
I am wondering if you have established any

formal connections with the Ministry of Col-

leges and Universities so that there would
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be a potential involvement through the col-

lege program; if you have any formal con-

nection with the manpower retraining pro-

gram in the community colleges, and! if you
have any serious intention of developing these

programs for more than the one year?
Is there some way that this program will

extend beyond the dates that you mention?
I don't mean as a specific program, but the

concept of it. In other words, do you have
some idea in mind of working with the com-

munity-college program? In many cases, in

many of those programs offered in community
colleges, the idea is, through part-time work,
to bring about the kinds of skills needed to

equip students to participate in the workforce.

That's the idea behind many of those

courses in the community college, and simi-

larly with the Manpower retraining program.
There are sufficient faults in that Manpower
retraining program that what you have set

out here could, in fact, be worked into a

Manpower retraining program if you worked
at it.

Now there is nothing in the bill to indicate

that you have any intention beyond the date

specified, or that you have any intention to

take the concepts of this and work with the

community colleges, or with manpower re-

training. I would be interested in knowing if

the thought had occurred to you at all, or if

you have any specific plans whatsoever.

Mr. Jones: Given the problem of youth un-

employment, the government—as I think is

clearly demonstrated and set out in the

budget—is looking at new, innovative ideas

on a constant basis.

Yet we do want them to be well thought
out, carefully designed and piloted despite
the urgency that we are up against with the

large numbers.
We don't, through OYEP, have anything

in mind like what the member is discussing.
But we have a very open mind about the

whole thing. The government did, as you
know, in that very same budget, allocate

from the 1976-77 funding of $3.5 million a
rather dramatic increase to 7.4 for OSAP,
which is very kindred to the type of program
you are discussing.

The Minister of Colleges and Universities

(Mr. Parrott) is very much a proponent of
the program, and has demonstrated a very
high success rate. I understand there are

programs in that ministry to bring it forward.
The member asked if we stay in close

contact with that ministry. I can assure you
we do. For example, one of the programs is

Venture Capital, which gives young people
opportunities to work in the summer, creating
their own jobs, and there's the summer

achievement program operating in concert
with the Ministry of Colleges and Universi-

ties. I would say that in pretty much all of

our work we would be in close and constant

contact, as we will as we go forward with
new programs of design.

[9:45]

Mr. Warner: Part of that question was left

unanswered: the Manpower retraining. One of

the constant criticisms of that program was
that there was not a sufficient amount of

time for work experience. I am wondering if

there is any way through your Act whereby
a person who is part of the Manpower train-

ing program could also be eligible for your
program which would supply the work ex-

perience which isn't met by manpower train-

ing.

I realize Manpower retraining is a federal

program and that you would have to nego-
tiate that sort of arrangement. But what I am
concerned about, from the students that I

have met over the past while, is that the per-
son who is into that Manpower retraining

program often is a person who desperately
needs that work experience, who lacks con-

fidence in going back into a work situation,

who has had some difficult times in previous

jobs, and for a variety of reasons is into the

Manpower retraining program, but really

needs that work experience. For whatever

reasons, the federal government doesn't see

fit to add in enough work experience weeks,
and I am wondering if that can be compen-
sated for through your program.

Mr. Jones: I know of no reason why some

youngster couldn't be a recipient of a job in

this program here, and that same young per-
son would be able to fit that around Canada

Manpower training, or some kind of training
in a college or another program design. We
have tried to be as fair as possible with the

examples—people ask them about the mini-

mum number of work weeks that they would

provide under the program. I think we would
be inclined to be especially so where it was
married up with our intention to help them

gain experience. Of course, wherever they
can get the confidence that comes with that

experience, if they do need some manpower
retraining off the actual job site, we would
be more than 100 per cent in favour of it. I

couldn't see us ever letting the program work
counter to that avowed intention.

Mr. Makarchuk: Mr. Chairman, I am a

little bothered by that section as well, and
I suppose it would be okay if the—

Mr. Chairman: Did the hon. member men-

tion section 12 or section 2?
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Mr. Makarchuk: Section 2, Mr. Chairman.
It would be fine if the section ended up "by
creating new summer job opportunities.
Period. But the section continues and says it

will provide young people with work ex-

perience and skills that will better equip them
for full-time participation in the labour

market. When you look at the kind of jobs
that these students are taking, and the kind

of jobs that are available for them—you are

a gas jockey, or you are a floor sweeper, or

you are a dishwasher, or a waiter, or you are

a canning plant worker, or you are a fish

filleter, or a chicken plucker, or something
like that—those are the kinds of jobs that

are available.

In a sense, it demonstrates this govern-
ment's lack of any kind of commitment or

dedication to produce meaningful jobs for

people who are coming on the labour market.

If you sit over there, and if you think that

the youth of this country or the youth of

Ontario are going to look at this job ex-

perience as a meaningful job exper:'ence
which will provide them for better work for

the rest of their life, you are crazy, or just

have no concept of what the heck these

people are all about, or what kind of work
that they deserve, or what kind of work we
should create in our society.

It's silly to put that in paragraph 2, or to

think this is going to provide them with a

meaningful job experience. If anything, it

certainly is a stop-gap measure, and some-

body had to do that kind of work, and that

work has to be done, and I am sure that each
and every one of us here has at one time
done that kind of work. But to say this is

going to equip them for something greater
on into life for the future is just idle rhetoric.

It is idle nonsense to put it into this kind of

legislation.

I want to repeat that in effect this para-
graph says your government just doesn't have
the capacity or dedication or even the knowl-

edge, the ability, to create the kind of em-
ployment for our young people so that they
can go to a job in the summertime and con-
tinue later on to something greater—that
would equip them. If anything, to work in

some of these jobs, what it really persuades
them is that there is no point in working.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Every job is a good
experience.

Mr. Makarchuk: You sit and pluck a
chicken day after day and it isn't going to

help convince you that work is the greatest
answer to anything like that.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You wouldn't know
what end to start on.

Mr. Makarchuk. That's all you are doing.

Again, as the secretary said earlier, we are

going to depend on the private market to

develop these jobs and so forth. Well, no
other civilized nation in the world depends on
the private market solely to develop jobs for

its youth or for the people of this country.

Mr. Grossman: Like Marx or Lenin.

Mr. Makarchuk: And the sooner you get off

that policy and get to some sort of modern
reality—forget Adam Smith-

Mr. S. Smith: Something as modern as

what—Marxisim?

Mr. Makarchuk: The sooner you get back
to something more modern in your econo-

mics, the sooner you'll start doing something
about jobs instead of just putting nonsense
into your bills.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, 1 don't know
where the member got his list, but I haven't

seen chicken pluckers on any of the lists that

I've seen.

Mr. S. Smith: What's wrong with chicken

pluckers?

Mr. Jones: I don't know that there's any-

thing wrong with them anyway.
Mr. S. Smith: Do you want a mouthful of

feathers when you eat chicken?

Mr. Jones: I haven't seen one so I'm not

too worried about that.

Mr. Gaunt: I want to know what is wrong
with a chicken plucker.

Mr. Jones: Don't put down the value of an

experience to a young person who is pres-

ently suffering frustration. Only now through
this plan a new job has become available. So
don't put down the value that person puts on

that job being available to him even if it is

a first job, even if it were picking and pluck-

ing or whatever type of job that has to do

with chickens.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Mr. Gaunt: Picking and clucking?

Mr. Jones: But I know this, be it in a re-

ceiving or a shipping side of a company and

maybe it is hefting and lifting, the fact is that

he has an exposure, he's learning the basic

disciplines of work and he'is happy to have
that job and it can lead him on in a career.

Mr. Germa: Chickens are Tories.

Mr. Gaunt: Who does the picking and
who does the plucking?

Mr. S. Smith: It is better than a welfare

handout.

Section 2 agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This bill has had second

reading.
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On section 1:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please! The
member for Brook had raised a point of order

concerning an amendment proposed by the

member for Huron-Bruce. I niad reserved my
decision on this matter and am now pre-

pared to deal with it.

R'aist may !l say that this points out the

desirability—

Mr. Gaunt: I know a heavy hand when I

see one.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: —of having amend-
ments before the Chair in the recommended
time before the sitting of the committee. The
member for Brock, one of Her Majesty's
ministers of the Crown, was concerned—

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.
—

was concerned about standing order 86 and
the financial initiative of 'the Crown.

Mr. S. Smith: You are obviously being
overruled, Bob, to get all that flattery on the

first part.

(Mr. Deputy Chairman: It is diifficult to

imagine any decision of the House which
would not have the effect of creating a pub-
lic expenditure. However, I must rely on the

exact words of standing order 86, the key
words being, "specifically direct the expen-
diture of public funds."

Mr. Nixon: You have read those, have

you?
Mr. Deputy Chairman: As was pointed out

by the member for Kitchener (Mr. Breit-

haiupt), section 3 is permissive and there is

wide latitude for the minister to make re-

strliotive regulations under section 10. While
the effect of the amendment is to broaden
the definition of those eligible to receive

grants, it would not make the payment of

them obligatory. In other words, it would not

specifically direct an expenditure, although
it would permit such a payment should the

Crown wish to make a payment. It would

appear to the Chair, therefore, that the

financial interests of the Crown are protected
and an amendment is in order.

Hon. Mr. Welch: He has forgotten.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the hon.
member for Huron-Bruce wish to speak to
his amendment further?

Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Chairman, tl have already
spoken to it once. I thank you for your ruling,
sir. I certainly agree with K, obviously,
otherwiise I wouldn't have introduced the
amendment.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Where is that in the Act?

Mr. Gaunt: I am certainly not specifically

directing the allocation of public funds as you

have properly pointed out. I believe the par-

liamentary assistant has indicated that there

will be, has been, in the budget $10 million

allocated for this particular program, and it's

within that expenditure framework that I

proposed the amendment. Certainly there is

no thought on my part to further extend the

expenditure of the government beyond the

$10 million.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Where is the ceiling in

the Act?

Mr. Gaunt: So I just wanted to underline

that once again. The whole purpose of the

amendment is to allow the qualification of

employers who up until this point have been

in a position of not qualifying because

they haven't been in business for the re-

quired one-year period. Many of them have

commenced business within the last year.

Certainly in many instances people with

whom I have talked have said that as far

as they are concerned they need this par-

ticular assistance more in the startup period
than they do later on when they have had a

chance to carry on business for a period of

time and accumulate the necessary capital

and so on that usually goes with an extended

period in business.

Really, the thought behind the amend-
ment is to make this program available to

new employers who have been in business

for a one-month period or longer. It per-

haps can be said that they really don't have

a very long track record at that point, but

I think it is fair to say that they do have

enough experience and their intention ob-

viously was to go into business before they
had any knowledge of this particular pro-

gram.
I hope the minister will give this some

consideration. I know he feels this amend-

ment would cause undue hardship and

difficulty in trying to reassess the applica-

tions which have already been rejected. It

seems to me that that could be rather easily

dealt with in that all the ministry has to do

is notify the Canada Manpower offices of the

change in the requirement. I would pre-

sume most of those Canada Manpower offices

would know of the applications which have

been turned back on the basis of not being
in business for a long enough period.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Nonsense.

Mr. Gaunt: The Treasurer says "nonsense."

Mr. Nixon: He is just back from the

Albany Club. That is what he always gives

them down there.

Mr. Gaunt: The program is being worked

through the Canada Manpower offices. Surely

they have some handle on the program.
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Hon. Mr. McKeough: You are the greatest

federal Liberal apologist that ever was.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: We are going to vote for them,
and they are going to win.

Mr. Gaunt: I say to the Treasurer it is

nice to have him back.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: They'll put you in

the cabinet. You'll get your reward.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. members would give the hon.

member for Huron-Bruce the courtesy of

listening to his debate.

Mr. Gaunt: I say to my friend from

Mississauga North, if there is some particular

difficulty in reassessing the applications
which have already been turned back on the

basis of not being in business long enough
then let's hear it, because I really don't think

it presents that great a difficulty.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Just withdraw the
amendment.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, if I may reply.

Mr. Makarchuk: Mr. Chairman—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Adam Smith wants to

speak.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the hon.

parliamentary assistant wish to respond?

Mr. Jones: Indeed. On the comments
about the one-year period mentioned earlier,

I did say, and I say again, that there is a
lot of merit for consideration in a program
like that. I would undertake to make sure

that in any future program that I might
have involvement with that that could be
looked at in a very real sense. I do recog-
nize that there are a lot of good new firms

that maybe would be able to make use of
and give a benefit to the young people.

However, I think the member under-

stands, and we have had it in the debate

earlier, that this was not a bill for the

benefit of new firms; other sections of the

budget as you know dealt with that. Rather
it was for the empolyment, and employment
with an experience component wherever pos-
sible, of young people. And, of course, the

chances are less when you have a brand-
new firm, with all the frailties of a new
business.

[10:00]

There is a possibility a young person
might have the unhappy experience of the
firm maybe not having its feet quite down
to give him the maximum benefit of time

spent with him in learning and training so,

hopefully, he could go on.

The other very big matter that causes

me considerable concern is that at this point
in time—and we talked about the urgency
before—if we were to have this amendment,
I can visualize a horrendous administrative

nightmare. If a sense of fair play is in-

volved, I don't know how we would go
back and find all those people who had
come through a Manpower office or phoned
our office to inquire and we had described

the criteria to them but they perhaps had

passed on taking on some staff because they
didn't apply. Or how would we say to new
people henceforth, "Oh, yes. The bill is in

place now; there has been an amendment,
so you will be eligible. But your friend has

gone without; he called and had to be
turned back"?

Hon. Mr. Welch: It is just not fair.

Mr. S. Smith: It is not exactly compli-
cated. If you qualify by the date, you
qualify.

Mr. Jones: I think a sense of fair play
would suggest to us that we should consider

that for future programs or a future plan or

that next year is the time we should be con-

sidering it. I would undertake to do that,

but for this year, for this bill that is already
in place, I just suggest that it could be a
horrendous nightmare and a sense of fair

play is something that bothers me con-

siderably.

Mr. S. Smith: No, it is no nightmare at

all.

Mr. Cassidy: You don't apply that uni-

versally, you know.

Mr. Makarchuk: I think one of the things
this program typifies, Mr. Chairman, is the

fact that this is what happens when a govern-
ment, in an effort to meet an election dead-

line, brings in half-baked legislation—not

thought out, not considered, not taking into

account all the implications that may flow

from the legislation. They try to rush it

through, announce it before an election, as

a gimmick to try to get themselves a majority
—in this case not very successfully-^and then

come back to the Legislature and try to fulfil

some of their commitments after the pro-

gram. If the government was serious about

this thing, initially it would have dealt with

it as it should have been dealt with; it would
have brought it before the Legislature, as is

expected in constitutional and common sense

—that is, the money comes from here and has

to be voted by the people in this place be-

fore the government goes ahead and commits
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itself to spending. If the government had
done that, then we wouldn't have this prob-
lem right now of trying to sort out exactly
whether or not we are going to give it to the

ones who have been in business for a year^
What bothers me about this particular

amendment at this time is that it again seems

to open the road to abuse of the program.
This is what is of concern to me.

Mr. McClellan: It's already open.

Mr. Makarchuk: We've gone through this

before, where governments have big pro-

grams—mostly, as I said, the programs using

the taxpayers' funding—to buy votes for the

Tory party, and they are trying to put one in

here. Somewhere along the line, I think this

Legislature has to call a halt to some of these

things and say that if we are going to put in

a program, let's put it in properly and stop
these giveaways and nonsense that the gov-
ernment seems to be so fond of.

Mr. Breithaupt: Socialist realism.

Mr. Makarchuk: If there was ever a party
for giving away money, it's the Tory party;
let me assure you of that.

An hon. member: Right on.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Get to the point.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member would return to the

particular amendment that Mr. Gaunt has

moved.

Mr. Cassidy: He's right on.

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, Mr. Chairman, II will

get right back to it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This bill would have

been passed.

Mr. Makarchuk: When we come to a situa-

tion where we allow a business that has been
in operation for a month, how do we assess

that a business has been in operation for a

month? Is ilt the date they are incorporated?
If it is a small business, is it the day he

opens a bank account for the business? He
could have a series of bank accounts—for

pizza takeouts or whatever it is. He could

have all sorts of other businesses lying

around; he could resurrect one any time he
wanted to and say, "Yes, I've been in

business for two months, three months, etc."

Consequently, I feel that if the amendment
is accepted, we are going to run into this

kind of problem—
Hon. Mr. Kerr: Horrendous.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Cynical misogynist.

Mr. Makarchuk: —where people will be

taking advantage of this particular program
in an unjustifiable way.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He has sauerkraut

juice running in his veins; that's what is

wrong with him.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. The
Chair cannot hear the hon. member for

Brantford. Would the hon. members kindly
refrain from all of the discussions in the

Legislature?

Hon. B. Stephenson: You should be grate-

ful.

Mr. Grossman: It is worse if you hear it,

Gordon.

Mr. S. Smith: Be thankful for small mer-

cies.

Mr. Grossman: Start over. It may be better

the second time.

Mr. Makarchuk: Do you want me to start

from the beginning, Mr. Chairman?

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: No. Order.

Mr. Makarchuk: I have had suggestions

that I continue from where I was a little

while ago. It is a feeling that is justified on

the basis of what's happened with the home

ownership program, the first-time home

buyers' program, and consequently I think

wc have to look at this rather critically.

The other point I think important in this

amendment is that if it was a situation—and,

perhaps, the minister's assistant can clarify

this—if it was a situation where the total

amount of money allocated for this program
was not used up by people who have been

in business for a year, then perhaps he might
want to open up the gates a bit more to allow

other people to get in on this program. How-

ever, I think when you look at the rather

paltry sum of $10 million in terms of job

creation, I have a feeling that people who
have been in business for a year or more will

more than adequately use up the funds avail-

able. Therefore, I question the need to sup-

port this particular amendment.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Well, join us and vote

against the amendment.

Mr. Jones: May I answer a couple of the

questions? I have to say I have shared a little

frustration at this bill not being in place. I

can remember clearly when there was what

seemed to me—
Mr. McClellan: You know who to talk to.

Mr. Jones: —very much some grandstand-

ing private member's debate taking place at

a time when I hoped that some of that might
be waived and we might have got on. So, it

certainly wasn't an intention on this side of

the House to delay things; it certainly wasn't

a political ploy.
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Mr. Cassidy: Talk to the member for

Brampton (Mr. Davis).

Mr. Warner: Who called the election?

Mr. Jones: As to the member's question
about the amount-

Mr. Cassidy: That is gratuitous, too.

Mr. Jones: —yes, we do have every indica-

tion from the figures I was sharing with the

House earlier that those amount of jobs ap-

proved seem to more than generate the num-
ber of actual jobs that those funds would

satisfy.

Mr. Germa: Sure, everybody wants a hand-

out, every businessman in the province.

An Hon. member: Are you against the bill?

Mr. Nixon: I want to rise in support of my
colleague's amendment because I would hope
that the parliamentary assistant would act on
his first response. As I understood him prop-

erly, before the House leader went up and

whispered to him, he indicated quite clearly
that he felt that there was substantial merit
to the amendment as was put forward, that

his only objection seemed to be an administra-

tive one, and that those people who had

applied for this sort of assistance and were
turned down because they have not been in

business more than a year, might feel that

they have not been dealt with fairly.

II would suggest to him that this should
not be an insurmountable obstacle, that this

Legislature was returned by the election with
the composition as we know it. It appears
that the NDP—if the member for Brantford is

speaking on behalf of that party in this re-

sponse—is not prepared to support the amend-
ment. But I see that he is undertaking a little

consultation at the present time as well.

And I would certainly suggest to you sir,

and to the hon. member for Brantford and
the de facto leader of the NDP, the member
for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick)—

Mr. Grossman: Congratulations, Jim.
Speech, speech.

Mr. Nixon: —the pro tem de facto leader—
to look at the obvious merits of this situation.

All he has to do is recall the situation that
has been brought to his attention as an hon.
member—where people have been turned
down by those administering this program on
the basis that they have not been in business
for a year. Imagine the outrage they must
feel. Look at the circumstances.
One specific case I can recall is of a young

couple from London who bought a business
in the constituency of Brant-Oxford-Norfolk
—a very wise decision on their part—-and they
wanted to expand it. This was an ideal op-
portunity for them to hire some young people
in the community to take on these new jobs.

Admittedly, it would be a business advantage
for them. But I don't see why we or the

Treasurer, fresh back from dinner at the

Albany Club, should object to providing
assistance for these young people establishing
a new business.

Mr. Germa: Hire somebody in the Albany
Club.

Mr. Gaunt: You are against all new busi-

ness.

Mr. Nixon: If there is assistance for them
as an ancillary benefit to this excellent pro-

gram, surely the Treasurer should be the first

to speak in favour of it, rather than to cast

his usual aspersions.

Mr. B. Newman: It would be like corporate
concentration.

Mr. Grossman: You just lost the NDP.
Mr. Nixon: So I would suggest to you,

Mr. Chairman, that this is an excellent oppor-
tunity for this minority Legislature to see the

advantages that would accrue, not only to the

young people which are our primary concern
in this legislation, but also to the small busi-

nessmen. We could take the responsibility as

elected representatives to co-operate with the

Manpower office and even the administrators

in the youth secreariat to see that those

people who had been turned down for what
we now feel to be insufficient reason, are

contacted. We should explain that if the

Legislature were to pass this amendment, they
would now be eligible. I can assure you that

it would be a very fair and judicious way to

proceed1 and I would hope that the parlia-

mentary secretary would indicate that the

government would support the amendment.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, as a point of

clarification, it is true that I said there was a

certain merit—there were certain pros—to this

situation in some examples.

Mr. S. Smith: Then you spoke to one of

the cons.

Mr. Cassidy: Some prose, but no poetry.

Mr. Jones: And I also pointed out, both

here in debate and in discussion with the

hon. member moving the amendment, that I

also had reservations about it as well—that

there were cons. Some of those and the major
of them were, yes, to be sure, the administra-

tive problems of it-

Mr. Germa: The whole thing was a con.

You were conned.

Mr. Jones: —but also the fact that you can

best guarantee useful experiences and poten-
tial onward-going employment from an estab-

lished employer.
We have, however, been interpreting in the

fairest of manners just what is a year and
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what is a new employer. I'll give you two

points as examples. As one example, you
would take a situation where there'd been
an established business and there had been
a new proprietor come to that business maybe
two months ago. Already there has been ap-

proval of that type of situation.

Again, you might have an example where
there was someone that had been an estab-

lished business person in one line of en-

deavour who had gone out and established

another business. Maybe it hasn't been a full

year in the new one, but they continue to

have the interest, they do have their roots

and they do have that established employer

background experience. We have been allow-

ing them.

So this is why I am saying we haven't been

disallowing every situation where they are

not a full year in place.

Mr. Worton: Now the truth is coming.

Mr. Jones: What I was saying to the mem-
ber was that it had a lot of merit and that I

would carry it forward to another program.
But taking the pros and the cons of it, I

v/ould very strongly prefer not to see the

amendment to this bill, with the program al-

ready in full flight and added to those other

reasons-

Mr. Worton: It is not what you know; it

is who you know.

Mr. Jones: —added to the big problem of

administration—on top of the other cons.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Question.

Mr. Warner: Mr. Chairman, in no way can

any of us over here condone the fumbling
and bumbling that's gone on with this busi-

ness from its very inception. But at this point
in time it seems that perhaps at least some
members on one side of the House have mis-

taken the purpose of the bill, and that is to

supply job opportunities for youth. That is

different from trying to prop up a small

business.

If the government were really concerned

about small business, they would do some-

thing about it. They certainly wouldn't go
increasing their property taxes by 21 per cent.

They would supply the assistance that's

needed.

Mr. Nixon: Falling in love again.

Mr. Warner: But in this particular instance,

we have some legislation in front of us whose

primary concern is for job opportunities for

youth. It is in that light that we must make
every attempt to protect those young people
who are seeking jobs. Surely it would be

entirely cruel to allow someone to be hired by
some fly-by-night operator who's been in busi-

ness for a month only, and has not established

any credibility in the community.

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, what nonsense.

Mr. Warner: Surely the requirement of

being in business for one year is a reasonable

requirement. I see absolutely no reason for

clianging that. At the same time, the govern-
ment should—

Mr. S. Smith: A buck an hour. Really. How
many references should he need?

Mr. Warner: Certainly not a reference from

you. At the same time, the government should

clearly recognize its failing in not having dealt

with this long before this date. If you were

really serious about creating job opportuni-

ties, you would have done so many months

ago when the planning should have been

done. So I don't accept the excuse that you've

already put the program in place and, now—

[10:15]

Mr. MacDonald: Not just as a pre-election

gimmick.

Mr. Warner: —part-way through you can't

go changing those rules about the one-year

eligibility. I think the only safe grounds to

stand on are those that, surely, a year

to be in business is a responsible kind of

precept to accept. On that basis, obviously,

the only reasonable and sound thing to do

is support it.

Mr. Nixon: Just to vote with the Tories.

You should resign.

Mr. Warner: Who said "resign"? I was

saving that for the parliamentary secretary,

who has bumbled this whole thing.

Mr. Peterson: I just want to add one

word in support of my colleague. It seems

to me that it's just a very little to offer

fledgling entrepreneurs, people that are try-

ing to get started. Good God, the Treasurer

is always yapping about free enterprise.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right. That's all he

does is yap.

Mr. Peterson: He is always making noises

about it, but doing nothing to foster it. I

can tell you right now that the whole

system as we know it is going to fail with-

out people developing new things, the en-

trepreneurial spirit, and giving a little bit of

help to some of those people that are start-

ing sometimes.

It's not a dramatic program. It's just a

little program. But it's not going to take very
much more from you, with all of the admin-

istration that you have, to make this thing

adaptable along the lines my colleague is

suggesting. Good Lord, we should be going
to young people and saying: 'Start your own
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thing." We should be assisting with those

kinds of things.

We should be assisting those new young
businesses that need help at the critical time.

This is part of that whole package, and I

say to you that the spirit of this thing is

very important. I think what you end up
with is the old argument about supporting

the status quo. You have an opportunity

here to do something new, to give a little

bit of help when it's most needed to some

kinds of new businesses. According to you

and, I'm sure, according to us, it won't be

that many. But let us not be so niggardly.

Let's give the people a hand who need a

hand.

Mr. Bounsall: I would suggest that the

government is "right on" in not supporting

this amendment-

Mr. Cassidy: No, that's a surprise.

Mr. Bounsall: —because of the very late

date it's now coming before us. As the sec-

retary would know, we wanted as much as

he did to have this bill debated on May 2.

It was a decision which, of course, was

taken out of our hands, the fault of which

must rest at your feet over there, collectively,

amongst the front row of the cabinet

benches.

But the reason which, of course, I

would give for not changing the program
at this particular date is the way it would
screw up your statistics-gathering program
which you've so carefully laid out, and will

be presenting to us.

The very carefully thought-through col-

lection of data which was gathered from

the tail end of the Experience 76 program,
and which we will all have in our hands in

an organized form within a few days, as you
promised.

I think changing it at this point—having
no idea of how many of those people had
inquired before that you can't get back to

again and which Manpower, in its customary
way has kept no record of, and so on—would
be a grave mistake.

I support the government for that particu-
lar reason and for that attitude.

Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Chairman, with all due

respect, the opposition have mentioned that

they want to cut it from one year to one
month. They have no figures to verify
whether it's 800 people affected, four people,
no matter what it is. They haven't got any
figures whatsoever. All they want to do is

bring it from one year down to a month,
without any figures whatsoever. We don't

know how many people are affected by this.

Mr. Cunningham: But they never stop the

Treasurer.

Mr. Hennessy: What I'm saying is that

in your argument if you had some facts—

but you haven't got any facts whatsoever.

Don't get mad fellows, it's the truth. Don't

get mad about it. You're filibustering and

you're talking about it. But you have no
facts and no figures to back up your state-

ments. I say you're completely wrong.

Mr. MacDonald: They are flying by the

seat of their pants, just like you are.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Is there any
further discussion on Mr. Gaunt's amend-
ment?

Order, please. Does the committee wish

the Chair to reread Mr. Gaunt's amendment?

Dispense?
Shall Mr. Gaunt's amendment carry?
All those in favour.

All those opposed.
In my opinion, the nays have it.

I declare the amendment defeated.

Does the hon. member for Ottawa Centre

have any further discussion on section 1?

Mr. Cassidy: Very briefly, Mr. Chairman—

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: Very briefly, Mr. Chairman, I

just want to reiterate—

[Applause]

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Which subsection?

Mr. Cassidy: After two hours on their

amendment, they want us to stop talking.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Which subsection?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I did mention

that I had another point to raise on that

same subsection and it was agreed that I

could raise it.

Just very briefly, it is obviously too late to

make any changes to it now, but if this is

ever done again, I do urge the government
to consider the municipalities, which can

responsibly be involved in this kind of a pro-

gram as well.

We think it is wrong—we think it is des-

perately wrong for the government to have

ruled out the possibility of municipalities

participating in this particular program for

youth employment. We think that they have

legitimate and valid job opportunities to offer.

We think that a number of the arguments
that have been offered for the private sector

to allow young people to get involved and to

learn certain skills can surely apply at the

municipal level as well.
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1 see the Treasurer is beginning to foam
at the mouth about this particular program. I

put ft to the youth secretary, who is perhaps
a bit more sympathetic.

Section 1 agreed to.

On section G.-

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I would like

to ask the parliamentary assistant what the

amount of the grants that have already been
made may be.

Mr. Jones: At this point in time, I wouldn't

suppose that any cheques have gone forward,
if that's what the member is referring to.

However, the best we have ris, of course,

these figures we were giving you of those

applications from employers that have been

approved. I suppose we can calculate some
dollars to them, !i£ the maximum is utilized.

Mr. Renwick: So II take ft that no actual

payments have been made to any of the per-
sons who have applied under this program at

the present time?

Mr. Jones: No, the program' came in on

May 30 and I wouldn't think there hais been
time for any payments to have been made. I

might just add, strictly for the benefit of the

House that most of the employers, when we
said to them that they could have their grants
within the four weeks, said they would be

happy to wait for the 12 weeks or the 16
weeks—whatever they were entering for that

employee.

Mr. Renwick: Is it the parliamentary assis-

tant's intention that there be any further

check on the bona fides of the applicant be-
fore the actual payments are made as author-

ized by this bill?

Mr. Jones: Yes, on a constant basis.

Mr. Renwick: What would that be?

Mr. Jones: We have a combination—visita-
tion is probably one of our main ones and a

phone system in addition to the application
procedures. One of the main checks is that

we visit every one of the employers singly.

Section 3 agreed to.

On section 4:

Mr. Bounsall: On section 4{l)(a), the youth
secretary will recall that on second reading
I commented on my concerns about the dis-

missal and suspected dismissals in order that

other people be hired on jobs, reclassified

and renamed and reshuffled in order that

that be hidden. II caught his remarks just
before supper time where he indicated that

this was not his experience with employers—
this was not what the chambers of commerce
were telling him about the types of job that

would be created.

Several of his colleagues, when the hon.

member for Brantford was speaking, were

expressing some surprise and dismay about

the type of employer which he referred to

who could resurrect bank accounts and what

have you that would qualify them within

the year. One of those persons was the Min-

ister of Labour.

I asked! the parliamentary assistant was he

doing any checking with the employment
standards branch for those employers who
consistently, in the normal routine of busi-

ness, have infractions of The Employment
Standards Act in the normal course of em-

ployment, so that under this section, and
under the penalties section referred to in a

later section of the bill, section 8, those em-

ployers could be carefully scrutinized.

I am not saying that one should not, per-

haps, approve the application. But then one
should immediately start making the checks.

As the Minister of Labour should know, if

she has ever sat down with the employment
standards branch, they classify employers by
both employer name and by firm name. And)

when you, as I have for five and a half years,

have brought infractions to their attention, in

half of the infractions they say, oh yes, our

file is very thick on that employer. It is that

type of employer. When you ask the employ-
ment standards branch to give the names of

the owners and the establishments on which

they have a thick file, that would be a profit-

able list that I think you should scrutinize;

those lists of persons who appal the very

people in the chambers of commerce that you
have been talking to and who are asking you
to run this particular program.

I would like the parliamentary assistant to

comment oni that, and would he speak to the

employment standards branch and immedi-

ately get a handle on those employers. The
hon. member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick was

appalled, of course, at the examples raised by
the member for Brantford. Of course, there

are no employers of that kind in St. Andrew-

St. Patrick. I might say there are no employ-
ers in Windsor-Sandwich of that type. They
are now all in Windsor-Walkerville, the

boundaries having been redefined.

But I would like to hear whether the

parliamentary assistant will, in fact, avail

himself of that kind of information which is

readily available now in the employment
standards branch.

Mr. Jones: No, we haven't as yet. I think

I described all the other mechanisms in

place through Manpower and through our

checks and that of the subsidies branch. But

we will take it under advisement. It sounds



332 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

very worthy, and we will bring it forward
for consideration. Thank you for the thought.

Mr. Peterson: I made a mistake. I was
under the impression that the member was

speaking to section 3. I just have a couple
more questions on No. 3. Is that permissible?

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Well, the section

was carried.

Mr. Peterson: I apologize, but I was under
the impression that you were speaking to

that.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The section was
carried. It would be up to the members of

the committee whether they wished to revert,

but technically the section has carried.

Mr. Peterson: Well, I am in your hands.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: It would seem that

the committee has not given consent. It isn't

unanimous. Perhaps we should go on. Any
further discussion?

Hon. Mr. Welch: I would just like to

consult with the House. It is 10:30, adjourn-
ment time. We should normally rise and
report. I thought if this bill was very close

to being completed, in order to expedite con-

sideration of other bills, we might try to

finish it. But I would have to have the

unanimous consent of the House. Is there a

lot more discussion to go on this bill?

Interjections.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported progress

and asked for leave to sit again.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the House

adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

HARTT COMMISSION

Mr. S. Smith: I rise on a matter of

privilege, Mr. Speaker. There appears in to-

day's Star a column under the name of

Jonathan Manthorpe which suggests that Mr.

Justice Patrick Hartt has taken our proposed
amendment regarding the English and Wabi-

goon River system—which you know about

and which will be coming up later—as an

insult to himself and an indication of lack

of Liberal confidence in his abilities. It also

said that he felt that my amendment was

tantamount to a statement of no confidence

in himself—

Mr. Lawlor: Look what you blundered

into.

Mr. S. Smith: —and that he was very

strongly hurt by this.

Mr. Lawlor: You have to think before

you act.

Mr. Roy: Misguided as usual, Patrick.

Mr. S. Smith: I want to tell you that I

have just been speaking with Mr. Justice

Hartt and he has indicated that at no time

has he felt any of these things attributed

to him in the article. He has never considered

resigning. He is in no way of the opinion that

this was an insult to him or an indication

of lack of confidence. And, in fact, he

doesn't understand where this entire article

has taken its information from. He's denied

completely the information there.

In as much as being a member of the

House, I am quoted here as allegedly in-

sulting a justice of the court and indicating

no confidence in him; and in as much as

that is, first of all, false, and secondly, de-

nied not only by me but even by the justice

of the court, it seems to me that my privileges
as a member have been in some way im-

periled and I rise on a point of privilege to

bring this to the attention of you and the

House.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member has taken

the right action by bringing it to the atten-

tion of the House.

Statements by the ministry.

Tuesday, July 5, 1977

ORAL QUESTIONS
Mr. Conway: It's a dog's breakfast over

there.

Mr. S. Smith: My goodness!

Mr. Roy: Where are all the heavyweights?

Mr. S. Smith: I'll just stall a little bit.

You never know who might walk in.

Mr. Riddell: It is always nice to see the

Minister of Agriculture and Food (Mr. W.
Newman), he is carrying on a fine tradition.

OHC LAND SALES

Mr. S. Smith: Perhaps 111 ask a question

of the Minister of Housing, for no better

reason, Mr. Speaker, than that he's one of

the rare ones who happens to be here at

the moment. Is it true that Ontario Housing

Corporation is planning to sell small, single-

family lots in the Malvern area of Scar-

borough to builders for $33,000 each, on

land which cost the province in conjunction
with the federal government, approximately

$3,000 an acre to acquire and to hold? Is

it a fact the corporation is selling at this

price; and isn't it true that under those cir-

cumstances it will be impossible for builders

to provide reasonable homes under the AHOP
program or any other program to make hous-

ing affordable?

Mr. Deans: Isn't that your normal policy

in any event?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I can't say the price

will be as indicated by the hon. member,
that it would be at $33,000. But he is

correct that the land would be sold as a

result of an arrangement, an agreement, with

our partners the federal government and the

agency thereof. We had indicated at the time

the program came into being that we would
be selling the properties at the low end of

the market, but I would have to inquire

as to exactly what that price would be. I'm

not sure the figure of $33,000 would be

correct.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
does it strike the minister as being a very
reasonable housing policy to bank land for

years and years at a very low price in order

to let it on the market in dribs and drabs,
as any speculator would—
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Mr. Laughren: What do you think the

speculators were doing?

Mr. S. Smith: —rather than in fact loading
the market-

Mr. Laughren: That sounds like Liberal

policy.

Mr. S. Smith: —with lots which people
could afford, under circumstances where they
could get a decent home for a decent price?

Mr. Deans: Tell him to look up what

Stanley Randall told me in 1968.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The policy has been as

it was announced at the time the program
came into being-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question
was asked of the minister, not the other

members. The hon. minister will continue.

Mr. Deans: We know the answer.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: When the program was

announced, we stated we would market the

land at the low end of the market as it

existed in the particular area.

Mr. Wildman: Your markets have no low
end.

Mr. S. Smith: That's for sure.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The hon. member knows
full well that we have never attempted to

simply flood the market with lots, and cer-

tainly not at the book value.

PICKERING AIRPORT

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Transportation and Communications: Will

the minister tell the House clearly whether
he has ever indicated that if the results of

the southern Ontario passenger study were to

indicate a need for a second airport, he will

resume talks with Ottawa on a servicing

agreement for a new airport?

Hon. Mr. Snow: At a meeting held in the

board room at Toronto International Airport
attended by Mr. Lang, myself and representa-
tives from the tri-municipal committee, I

believe they are called, including Mississauga,

Brampton and Etobicoke, there were dis-

cussions regarding this matter. I can't tell

the hon. member today exactly the phrase-

ology of my answer to a question, but as I

recall, it was something along the lines that

following the completion of the southern On-
tario transportation study, which was entered

into in the fall of 1975 jointly by Transport
Canada and my own ministry, if that study

unequivocally stated, or the conclusion was
that there must be a second Toronto airport,

then I would be prepared to discuss with

Transport Canada the necessary services or

provincial responsibilities that would be con-

nected with the same.

That's how I recall the answer; because
when the study was set up, when it was

agreed, I believe back in December 1975,
that we would set up this joint study to look

at all modes of passenger transportation in

southern Ontario, one of the conditions of the

study placed by Mr. Lang at that time was
that the option for a Pickering airport must
be maintained during the term of the study.
In other words, nothing would be done

during the time the study was going on that

would prohibit the possible building of an

airport at some time in the future, if and
when it were needed.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary, is

the minister basically saying now that, de-

pending on the results of this study he is, in

fact, prepared to see the servicing provided
for the Pickering airport? Is that not a re-

versal of the position he took two years ago?
One might call it a flop-flip.

Hon. Mr. Snow: What was that word?

Mr. Breaugh: As opposed to flip-flop.

An hon. member: That's because he does

everything backward.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I didn't

make any commitment to the supply of

services at all, or any coonoiitment or sug-

gestion that I felt the results of the study
would be such that it would recommend the

construction of that airport. I wais making
a statement that if, after this two-year study
is carried out jointly by my ministry officials

and Transport Canada officials, and with the

use of outside consultants probably, iif the

result of that study and the recommendations

state, whether it be in 1980, 1990 or 2000,

that there must be a second airport for To-

ronto, then I would be prepared, of course,

to discuss this with the federal minister. I

made no commitment to supply services at

all.

Mr. Sargent: As the minister well knows
the Island Airport is a very valuable asset to

the city of Toronto. What is he going to

do about finalizing this project? He's been

talking about it for a long time. What's

coming in the future about this?

Mr. Speaker: Is the member asking what's

going to happen at the Island A;

rport? If so,

that's not supplementary to this particular

question.

Mr. S. Smith: May I ask a supplementary,

please, that is supplementary?

Mr. Speaker: Yes,

An hon. member: Try again, Eddie.
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Mr. S. Smith: Could the minister explain
whether the southern Ontario passenger
transportation study, which apparently is now
going to be the study which determines
whether or not we have the Pickering airport,

provides any opportunity for public input?
If not, can he give a guarantee that there

will be an opportunity for public input before
he and his officials agree to service the land

to provide for the Pickering airport?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, this study
has been going on for some period of time

now. It was anticipated when the study
started that it would take two years. From
the latest information II have, I believe the

officials feel that it may be slightly more
than two years. The earliest we might expect
their report now would be perhaps the end
of the first quarter of 1978. Basically, this is

a technical study looking into all the different

modes of transportation, existing facilities

and what might be needed in the future.

I'm not aware of any proposed public hear-

ings. They're not a hearing body. They're the

technical representatives of two ministries

carrying out a study and they will put for-

ward recommendations from it.

Mr. S. Smith: So we have no guarantee
of public input.

INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Minister of the Environment. Is the

minister aware of the recent statement made
by Mr. Edward Turner of his ministry, the
assistant director of the pollution control

branch, that there are some millions—rang-
ing perhaps as high as 40 millions to 50
millions—of gallons of poisonous industrial

waste being dumped in the province of On-
tario, in fields all across the province; that

the ministry is aware this is going on and
that the ministry can do nothing to stop it?

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I discussed Mr. Turner's

statement, I think in an interview with a

reporter from the Globe and Mail, if it's the

one the hon. member is referring to. One
of the points Mr. Turner was making was the

fact we have a lot of industrial liquid waste
sites around the province, such as the Beare
Road site which is something like a landfill

site without any mechanical treatment of

any kind, where industrial liquid waste is

being disposed.
These sites operate under a certificate,

they are operating with the approval of my
ministry and are operating under surveillance
and continuous monitoring. Whether or not
there is industrial liquid waste being dis-

posed clandestinely in some way, or illegally
in some way, there is no question that some
of this is being done. We are attempting to

control this by new regulations which we
have passed and also by a way-bill system
whereby the haulers have to indicate where
they are picking up the liquid, where they
are hauling it to and where they are dis-

posing it. That is indicated on the way-bill
and through the way-bill system.

tl have indicated to this House time and
time again that our attempts to open up new
disposal sites, whether they may be a deep
well in Haldimand-Norfolk or a plant in Mis-

sissauga, have been met with a great deal

of frustration and difficulty because of local

objection. I am even having difficulty getting
some of these applications to the Environ-
mental Assessment Board because of certain

machinations by people who are opposed to

the proper disposal of industrial liquid waste.

As long as we are frustrated in establishing

proper sites, there will be a certain amount
of illegal disposal.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary question: Is it

not true the liquid industrial disposal sites

that are presently in the province of Ontario

and being monitored by the ministry would
not take any more than half of the total

amount of industrial liquid waste that's be-

ing sent out from the various plants in the

province and dumped? Whatever became
of the minister's 1971 commitment when he
said that if it were not possible, or if it met

major roadblocks, he would, as part of the

ministry's program, institute plants for the

treatment of industrial waste and he would
move on it—at that point he said with as

much haste as possible.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We do have sufficient

disposal facilities in Ontario at the present
time for proper disposal.

Mr. Deans: But they are only taking about

half of what's being disposed.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I know, but the fact is

that because there are still some landfill-type

of sites which are much cheaper than de-

livering to a plant which destructs indus-

trial liquid waste, the haulers of course are

looking for the cheaper type of disposal.

That's why we have the regulations and the

way-bill system. A great amount of this ma-
terial is also being exported, shall we say,

into the United States to a site at Lewiston

in New York. In other words, the people that

are operating these plants want as much
volume as possible to make the plant pay.

However, we feel we need more plant-type
or mechanical-type of disposal facilities

because, for example, Beare Road will close
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at the end of this year; and certain other

deep-well, particularly Detroit formation-

type of wells in the Lambton area, will also

have to be phased out.

(Applause).

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I hear the member for

Lambton (Mr. Henderson).

Referring to the statement made in 1971,

that statement was made, but then Tricil

built a plant in Mississauga which we
thought would be our answer. Unfortunately,
because of the degree of combustion, it

can't handle all types of industrial liquid

wastes. That is the problem. Hopefully, we
can get the company to enlarge that plant.

There is a possibility that they will now.

Mr. Deans: When?
Hon. Mr. Kerr: This year. I am meeting

with them next week. We are also still look-

ing at the Cambrian-well disposal. As I said

before, we are talking about something that

is about 4,000 feet deep. It's absolutely safe.

Mr. Cunningham: Halfway to China.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Halfway to Peking, right.
We still feel that is a safe method of dis-

posal and that possibly the government it-

self will have to take over a well, lease a

well, and get into that type of disposal.

That, of course, will have to be done after

proper hearings under The Environmental
Protection and The Environmental Assess-
ment Acts; but we still feel that all the in-

formation—technical,., scientific, and other-

wise—that we have about Cambrian-well dis-

posal is that it is absolutely safe if it is prop-
erly handled.

Mr. Speaker: May I also suggest to the

ministry that unduly lengthy answers create
a certain amount of restlessness, so would
you please answer the questions completely
but as briefly as possible.

Mr. B. Newman: Supplementary: May I

ask the minister what control he has over
liquid wastes coming in from the United
States and being either trans-shipped from
Detroit through to New York, or simply
brought into Canada for disposal at some
of our sites?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: If the material-I should
preface this by saying that a great volume of
our waste is being exported to the United
States, so there is a certain amount of reci-

procity here.

Mr. Reid: Send them one of your
speeches.

Mr. Cassidy: Is it a free trade agreement?
Hon. Mr. Kerr: But the material that is

coming into Canada, particularly in the De-

troit-Windsor area, is going to sites that

have a proper licence and certificate from
this ministry. So we haven't stopped that at

this point.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: Is the min-
ister not aware, when he talks about en-

larging the Tricil plant in Mississauga, that

the residents of that area are very disturbed

about the present operations at the Tricil

plant, in regard to noise and emissions and
so on? Before he authorizes the enlargement
he should look into the complaints that are

registered against the plant at present.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We are quite aware of

the problems that the Tricil plant in Missis-

sauga has been having. They are now under
a control order after lengthy discussions

with my ministry, and after appearance be-

fore the Environmental Appeal Board. We
are aware of the problems; they are under

a control order; hopefully any problems they
have will be solved by the end of this sum-
mer—if they abide by that control order

which I expect they will.

Any enlargement will in fact help the

situation there. It will increase their com-

bustion and their general capacity to the

extent that the odours and other problems

coming from that plant certainly will not be

anywhere near as bad as they are at the

present time.

Mr. Kennedy: Mr. Speaker, could I have a

final supplementary on Tricil? Would the

minister advise the status of the present con-

trol order against Tricil? Could he check

into that and let us know the present status

of that control order, which I believe is to

be completed by this fall?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, you can see

that the questions I am now being asked

confirm my original remarks to the hon.

member for Wentworth, that every time we
talk about safe disposal of industrial liquid

waste-

Mr. Deans: That doesn't alter the prob-
lem.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —there are a number of

people who are hoping that it will just go

away and won't accept any type of disposal.

In answer to the hon. member's question,
the control order is in fact now "in order".

In other words, the company has met the

schedule set in that control order and it is

to mature, I believe some time in Septem-

ber, so the requirements of the ministry will

be met by that time.

Mr. Roy: You mean you have a control

order that is out of order?
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FIRE SAFETY IN NURSING HOMES
Mr. Deans: I have a question of the Min-

ister of Health. Is it true that the mattresses

of the type that were used in the jails and
that went on fire at Christmas time, are also

authorized for use in nursing homes and gov-
ernment institutions in the province of On-
tario? If so, why can the regulations not be

changed to ensure that mattresses of the non-

burning type are made mandatory in nurs-

ing homes?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'll take that as notice,
Mr. Speaker.

RONTO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-

tion of the provincial Treasurer—we'll try it

again: Regarding the $2 million exemption
that he promised the Todghams he would

get for them—

An hon. member: Question? Question?

Mr. Sargent: —in view of the fact that he
has concealed this from the House and the

public accounts committee and he had to be

subpoenaed before the judicial inquiry to

get this information, will he tell the House,
has any part of this $2 million been received
as yet? Also, I'd like to ask him, finally, was
it the Attorney General's office or who was
it that directed the courts to call the Treas-
urer three days after the election, not dur-

ing or before the election, to give his testi-

mony?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this is

a matter which, as I understand it, is before
a royal commission and I don't think I'll com-
ment on it.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary: I'd like to
ask if the Treasurer has received any part
of the $2 million exemption yet?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I would
simply say to the member that if he would
like to repeat outside the House what he h
now saying there will be an answer.

Mr. Sargent: The commission is off.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Come on, Eddie; outside.

Mr. Eaton: You are a disgrace to the
House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: Final supplementary: Who
arranged for the Treasurer to appear after

the election and not before it? Who arranged
that? Who directed the courts to call him
after the election?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I can

only repeat what I have said. If the member
would like to discuss these matters outside

the House in front of the television cameras

then he will have an answer.

Mr. Sargent: I'll look forward to that.

HIGHWAY 555

Mr. Wildman: I have a question for the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions. In view of the fact that the need for

a direct highway link between Blind River

and Elliot Lake has been repeatedly pointed
out by the commuting miners, municipal offi-

cials, the mining companies, and myself

among others, off and on over the last 20

years; and the fact that MTC has consistently
refused to extend Highway 555—

An hon. member: Question? That's a

speech.

Mr. Wildman: —since 1968; and the min-
ister's new position, stated to the Blind River

town council on June 7, that conditions had

changed and that he had requested MTC
officials to immediately review the ministry's

position against that extension; can the min-

ister now report to us on the status of that

review and when we can expect the begin-

ning of the construction of the Granary Lake
Road?

Mr. Cassidy: Hear, hear; good question.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the review is

under way at the present time. I believe

officials of my ministry were meeting with

the municipal representatives of both Blind

River and Elliot Lake, as I requested them
to do. I believe those meetings were held

during the last two weeks of June and I ex-

pect to have a report in the near future. I

haven't got one yet.

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Have MTC
officials also met with the mine management
and the unions since the election, and if so,

what proposals have they made to subsidize

a commuter service from Blind River to Elliot

Lake in the interim before Highway 555 is

constructed, as the minister suggested in his

release to the Sault Star June 8?

Mr. Cassidy: Good question.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the officials

were to meet with the mine management and
the unions and they were to discuss with the

municipalities the possibility of any type of

commuter bus operation that might be imple-
mented on the existing highways pending the

construction of the Granary Lake Road, if

that should be the recommendation.
I hope, in any case, that the officials have

not made any commitment for any subsidiza-

tion of that service.

{2:30]
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Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Ottawa
West.

Mr. Roy: East?

Mr. Speaker: No west, then east.

Mr. Roy: I was never bothered by his pre-
decessor.

Mr. Cassidy: His predecessor never asked

questions.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Don't worry about that,

Michael.

Mr. S. Smith: It wasn't seen, that's all.

CABINET REVERSAL
OF OTTAWA BYLAW •

Mr. Baetz: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
for the Chairman of Cabinet. Is it correct, as

was reported in the July 2 edition of the

Ottawa Citizen, that cabinet reversed an
Ottawa municipal bylaw, as well as over-

ruling the decision by the Ontario Municipal
Board and the decision by the Supreme Court
of Ontario-

Mr. Roy: Marion Dewar didn't like that.

Mr. Baetz: —and that the cabinet supported
instead a petition by Assaly Construction Ltd.

to build town houses and apartments in the

Pinecrest-Queensway area of Ottawa West
according to the company's plans? If it is

correct, as implied in the press report, that

this was an arbitrary and final decision, how
does the Chairman of Cabinet reconcile such
action with this government's stated commit-
ment to increase local government and citizen

participation, and the respective roles of the

OMB and the courts?

Mr. Swart: When is the member coming
across the floor?

Mr. Speaker: Now for the answer.

Mr. Roy: Don't take that, Lome. You don't

have to take that.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, in re-

sponding to this question, I am happy to

know there is a difference between Ottawa
East, Ottawa West and Ottawa Centre-

Mr. Roy: Don't worry, Lome; your voters

know the difference.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: —and that we do
have someone who is representing that area.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: I'm glad you asked that ques-
tion.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, I had
a phone call this morning from a reporter,
Mr. Mark Van Dusen of the Ottawa Citizen.

May I just read a couple of lines here: "By
reversing an Ottawa bylaw upheld by all

three and supporting a developer's appeal in-

stead, Controller Marion Dewar said on

Thursday-
Mr. Roy: NDP candidate.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Is that who she is?

I don't know.

Ms. Gigantes: You don't know Ottawa.

Mr. Roy: She didn't want it to be public

though.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. minister ignore

the interjections please.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, may I

point out that the controller either had not

read the order in council or certainly could

not understand it.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, let me

quote from the order in council.

Mr. Wildman: This is a setup.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: I don't think there is

a setup any place when a reporter from

Ottawa phoned me this morning-

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. minister just

continue with his answer.

Mr. MacDonald: Ignore the interjections.

Can't you obey the Speaker?

Mr. Deans: Is this your maiden answer?

Hon. Mr. Henderson: This is a quote from

the order in council. "After due considera-

tion of the said petition, therefore recom-

mends that pursuant to the provisions of

section 94 of The Ontario Municipal Board

Act, RSO 1970, chapter 323, there shall be

a new public hearing of the application, the

subject of the aforementioned decision of the

Ontario Municipal Board; dated October 28,

1976."

So it was not as was reported by the

controller. It is referred back to the OMB
for a new hearing.

Mr. Conway: Reuben, was the election

that bitter?

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, there

were several reasons, if I might report them
to you for this reversal, I mean for this

referral.

Mr. Lawlor: Glad you got that straightened

out.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Speaker, might
I quote some of them? There are about five

reasons for the referral-

Mr. Speaker: If the hon. minister would

get on, please.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: On June 22, 1977

the cabinet did refer this back to the OMB.
It was bylaw No. 296 of 1973 of the city

of Ottawa.



JULY 5, 1977 343

On October 28, 1976, the Ontario Mu-
nicipal Board did approve such a bylaw.
The effect of the new bylaw was to down-
zone the area. Ten acres in the bylaw would

permit 90 townhouses and 200 apartment
units in place of the previous zoning, which
would have allowed in excess of 700 apart-
ment houses and row houses.

The petition of Assaly Construction Limited

pointed to several errors in the OMB reasons
for the decision.

The OMB referred to the new bylaws as

approving 300 apartments and 140 town-
houses instead of the actual approval of 290.

The OMB referred to research bulletin No.
2 of the city's planning branch as being the
basis for the new secondary plan, whereas
this study had not been written when bylaw
296-73 was passed. The OMB had erred in

inferring that the new bylaw was based on
the recommendations of the planning branch,
whereas the branch recommended 300 and
140 units.

Mr. Swart: That's enough.
Hon. Mr. Henderson: I'm sure there are

other members from Ottawa interested.

Mr. Roy: No, no; you have told us enough
now.

Mr. Cassidy: Spurious technicalities.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are all

wasting time here this afternoon.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: The petitioner claims
that several years ago he obtained a
severance-

Mr. Lawlor: This is a travesty.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The interjec-
tions are contributing to the lengthening of
the answer. Would the hon. minister please
just-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
minister just continue and ignore the inter-

jections, please.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: The petitioner claims
that several years ago he obtained a
severance from the committee of adjustments
in the city of Ottawa, and as a condition
it was—

Ms. Gigantes: On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Let the member have a point
of order.

Ms. Cigantes: Is it not your opinion, Mr.
Speaker, that this statement would be more
suited to a ministerial statement?

Mr. Speaker: The Speaker will attend to
that matter. The hon. minister will continue.

Mr. Peterson: Poor Reuben will never ask
another question.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Further, Mr. Speaker,
the petitioner claims that several years ago
he obtained a severance from the committee
of adjustments in the city of Ottawa, and as
a condition it was required to enter into an
undertaking with the city. These undertakings
covered the entire parcel of 30 acres, which
then included the 10 acres, the subject matter
of this petition. They included the granting
of land free for road widening and for parks,
and the paying for other costs. The land was
given and payments were made on the basis

of the old bylaw, which would have per-
mitted 700 units from the 10 acres.

Mr. Wildman: This is very effective.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: This would not have
been economically justified, on the basis of

the first phase of development of some 12%
acres completed some years ago.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: The last one, Mr.

Speaker, the petitioner applied for leave from
the divisional courts on the grounds that the
OMB had made substantial errors, some of

which are set out above, and these amount
to errors of law. The divisional court on Dec.

10, 1976-

Mr. Roy: Is that the legal opinion of the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry)?

Hon. Mr. Henderson: —dismissed the ap-

plication for leave to appeal saying they
were not errors of law, but rather they were
errors of fact. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.
I think it would only be fair if we added

three minutes to the question period because
of the length of the answer. I point out that

the answer was lengthy, but also, as I indi-

cated earlier, the interjections contributed to

that. So we will just add three minutes to

the question period.
Now is there a supplementary? The mem-

ber for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
After announcing all of these technicalities

which led the cabinet to its decision, can
the minister explain why the opinion of both
the city council and the Ontario Municipal
Board was overruled? How does that square
with developing the policy of the government
to try and give more local autonomy than
exists right now? And how does that square
with this government's determination, which
it announces, to let citizens have their say?

Interjections.
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Mr. Speaker: Order. There has been a re-

quest for fewer interjections; please heed it.

The hon. minister with his answer, please.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Thank you, Mr.

Speaker. In order to answer the hon. member
I have three pages here that I have just read

and I would have to read them again. I be-

lieve I've answered. It will be in Hansard.

Mr. Riddell: You did just about as well as

you did in southwestern Ontario during the

election.

Mr. Roy: Would the minister send me a

copy? I would like to see that learned opinion.

Hon. Mr. Henderson: Read it in Hansard.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, if I was a bit con-

fused by the member for Ottawa West it's

because his predecessor would not confuse a

minister like this member.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh come on.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. Roy: My question, in the absence of

the Attorney General and the Premier (Mr.

Davis), is to the Solicitor General-

Mr. Nixon: It's a long way down.

Mr. Roy: —and Provincial Secretary for

Justice. Would he advise if he, as Provincial

Secretary for Justice, was aware of this so-

called secret inquiry of Mr. Justice Grant,

ordered, by the Premier? If the minister was

aware, can he assist us and enlighten the

House as to the findings of this inquiry? Also

can he tell us, subsequent to receiving a

memo from the OPP—a memo which con-

tained certain allegations of political finagling,

or high jinks to use the minister's expression—
whether he has ordered an inquiry based on
the evidence contained in this memo?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, the

Premier was asked some questions on that, I

believe it was last Thursday. He answered

them, sir, at that time* I have nothing further

to add.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. I think I should

report to the House briefly, that a request was
made for me to check and to see if, in fact,

the matter was sub judice; the information
about the report. I set the wheels in motion
to do that yesterday and I expected an answer
to report to the House today from the law
officers of the Crown. I was informed just a
short while ago that it was not ready yet, but
I expect it by tomorrow. So I hope this matter
will be cleared up by tomorrow at the latest,

if the hon. member would respect that please.

Mr. McNeil: The hon. member won't be
here tomorrow.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I take it that the

whole matter is certainly not sub judice, to

use your expression.

Mr. Speaker: It depends on the type of

question you ask, but I'm not sure about
that until I get the report.

Will the hon. member please be seated

when I'm on my feet? Thank you.
I'm not sure about that until I get the

report and see the details of this particular
matter. Now if you have a question, I'm sure

the hon. Solicitor General can use his dis-

cretion as to whether it is a question which
can be answered or not.

Mr. Roy: Yes, well that's what I want to

make sure of, that it's at his discretion or

whatever, and that the court order is not

used as a means not to enlighten the House
of certain proceedings.

I'd like to continue on with the next ques-
tion to the Solicitor General, which has

nothing to do, let's say, with the inquiry. Did

he, in fact, receive a memo from the OPP
about certain allegations and has he ordered

an inquiry based on the evidence contained

in these memos?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, from time

to time I receive a good number of memos
from the various police forces of this province.
Some of them I am able to make public and
others I feel I should not. Coming back to

what the Premier said when he last dealt with

the matter, I feel I should make no further

comment on this one at this time.

Mr. Mancini: He gave you strict orders not

to say anything?

Mr. Speaker: Order please. That sort of

question I hope will be answered when I

report to the House, because I think it is

part and parcel of the total instruction which
was given to me on Thursday.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, if I may make this

comment,, and I've read the transcript—

Hon. Mr. Timbrel!: Question?

Mr. Roy: I'm on a point of,,order, in case

the minister might not understand the differ-

ence. Mr. Speaker, the point I want to make
to you is simply this, anything that the judge

might have ordered at the preliminary inquiry
under section 467 of the Code, prohibits

publication by way of newspaper or broad-

cast. In other words, the curtailment of dis-

semination of information is on the press only.

It's nothing to do with an inquiry or with

something else dealing with allegations into

a memo. The Premier has raised a certain

point which, in fact, he's mistaken on, be-

cause to quote the Premier he says "the order

prohibits discussion." There's no jurisdiction

under section 467 of the Code to prohibit any
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discussion. The order states very clearly,

under section 467: "Shall not be published in

any newspaper or broadcast." It doesn't pro-
hibit any discussion.

[2:45]

My point is simply that I would hope
ministers of the Crown would not hide

behind a specific order and then use it as

an excuse for not giving us any information

which we believe to be in the public in-

terest.

Mr. Speaker: As I indicated earlier, I

hope all parts of this matter will be cleared

up tomorrow. In the meantime, the minister

may answer a question or not answer it as

he sees fit.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Bear in mind what has been
said in the last moment or so and do not

prolong it because the matter should be
cleared up tomorrow. We'll hear what the
hon. member for Ottawa Centre has to say.

Mr. Cassidy: Either in his capacity as Sol-

icitor . General or in his capacity as Provin-
cial Secretary for Justice, prior to the report
that came from the OPP a few days before
the election, had the minister any informa-
tion or did he receive any reports about
these particular allegations of influence-seek-

ing by corporations in relation to Hydro
contracts?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The hon. members
opposite are becoming very much like the

press in regard to some of these questions
by putting words in one's mouth and then

expecting one to say aye, yes or no.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: If I answered that

question, I would perhaps be saying things
that would be best not said.

Mr. Cassidy: What?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: When the question
was originally asked by the member for
Ottawa East, he suggested that in the ab-
sence of the Premier and then in the ab-
sence of the Attorney General it would go
to the Solicitor General.

Mr. Roy: And Provincial Secretary for

Justice.

Mr. Deans: Don't you wish you were
absent?

Mr. S. Smith: The superminister.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I think it would be
best if they would reserve those questions
for the Premier, who was originally dealing
with the matter.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: This will be a final supple-
mentary.

Mr. Peterson: The Solicitor General said in

his response that he gets many memos in

the course of a day and some he makes pub-
lic and some he does not make public.
Cculd the minister tell us on what grounds
he makes those things public or not?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Surely the member
opposite knows the answer to that.

SUDBURY POLICE DISPUTE

Mr. Martel: I have a question for the
Solicitor General.

(Applause).

Mr. Lane: Here is our leadership candi-

date.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: It is too bad Webster
left you out of his column.

Mr. Makarchuk: He didn't cost us $3 mil-

lion.

Interjections.

Mr. Maeck: We want a big majority.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: The north is for you.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Sud-

bury East.

Mr. Martel: In view of the very serious

problems between the Sudbury Police Com-
mission and the police association in the

regional municipality of Sudbury, and in

view of the minister's letter of September 8

last year that he would appoint someone to

look into those problems once the arbitra-

tion hearings were finalized, is the minister

now prepared to make that appointment so

that we can get to the bottom of what's

causing the unrest in the Sudbury Police

Association?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I believe the chairman

of the Ontario Police Commission did ask

somebody to go to Sudbury and investigate

the matter. It seems a great deal of the

problem has to deal with what are or what

are not management rights in the view of

the parties concerned. There has been a

great deal of friction over the matter, no

question, and I regret that friction. I think

there has been fault on both sides and I'm

not prepared to say it is solely a matter

where the commission or the members of the

commission or a particular member is at

fault. It has arisen out of bargaining and

the bargaining has been hot and heavy,

which is nothing new for my good friend

from Sudbury East, he knows how these

things go. I'm ready to say at this point

that it is purely some of the frictions that

have arisen over hot and heavy bargaining.
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Mr. Martel: Supplementary: In view of

the minister's commitment a year ago, and

in view of the fact that the matter hasn't

been resolved to anyone's satisfaction and

the unrest continues to prevail, would he

not appoint someone formally then, to do

an inquiry into what has to be done and

make recommendations to resolve the prob-

lems confronting the association and the com-

mission?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I said that we'd

already had an investigation of it through the

Ontario Police Commission. I have no hesi-

tancy in getting into it myself—

Mr. Laughren: That's a joke.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —other than it may
imply that by getting into it I'm unhappy
with the results that have come forward.

Mr. Laughren: I guess you should be.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: As I say, the situation

there is that there are people who have

definite points of view on both sides of the

table. The police association feels it should

have more management rights than the com-

mission is prepared to say it should have.

Tempers have got hot, and people are upset
with the personalities involved.

To go further than that perhaps would

make it appear that I was siding with one

side or another, and I feel that there's fault

on both sides.

WILD RICE HARVESTING

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the hon. member for Wentworth directed a

question to the Premier (Mr. Davis) regard-

ing concerns by Mr. John Kelly, president
of the Grand Council Treaty No. 3, with

reference to wild rice harvesting. The
Premier indicated to the hon. member that

he would try to have an answer to his ques-
tion today. As the Premier is not here, he
has asked me to respond.

As far as I have been able to ascertain

Mr. Kelly has not brought this concern direct-

ly to the attention of the government, al-

though it may be, of course, that a letter is

en route but has not been received. In any
event, I anticipate that I'll see Mr. Kelly
tomorrow at the all-chiefs meeting with the

cabinet and I shall take that opportunity to

discuss with him, the concerns expressed yes-

terday by the hon. member for Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Can the min-
ister indicate who has the right to determine
the method to be used in harvesting the wild
rice fields? Secondly, how would Mr. Ratuski
be going ahead with the development of

the machinery necessary for mechanical har-

vesting if he didn't already have some com-
mitment to allow him into the fields?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think, Mr. Speaker, it

should be realized that in that particular

area, over 95 per cent of the wild rice fields

is reserved for the native peoples-
Mr. Deans: It should be.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —and is not, in fact,

open to other licensed people. You must have
a licence to harvest wild rice. To this point,

only about five per cent of the wild rice

was harvested in total last year.
The question of who can use a mechanical

harvester is entirely up to the person harvest-

ing. All one must have is a licence allowing
him or her to harvest. We, in fact, would
encourage the native peoples to use mechani-
cal equipment where possible, for two reasons.

First, it increases the yield per acre of wild
rice by a factor of three to five, I'm told, or

maybe even three to seven. In other words,

they get that much more yield per acre.

Secondly, it very greatly multiplies the pro-
ductive effort per day.

Right now, wild rice is bringing, I think,

somewhere around 70 cents to the picker, if

I'm not wrong; that's the figure I've heard

anyway. It's a very valuable harvest, and we
would very much encourage the fuller har-

vesting of the wild rice crop in that area

either by native peoples or, failing them, by
licensing of people other than native peoples.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Can the minis-

ter explain what he means when he says he

was encouraging the use of mechanical har-

vesters when, in fact, it's been quite clearly

stated that the Indian people in the area can't

afford to buy the mechanical harvesters in the

first place?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: They have them now.

Hon, F. S. Miller: I have never heard that

as a fact. I'm not prepared to refute it and

s^y that it's totally incorrect-

Mr. Deans: You have never heard it as a

fact?

Hon. F. S. Miller: —but I can say this,

when it came to be a question in the White-

dog and Grassy Narrows area of whether they
r-ould afford equipment for logging, I believe

the Ministry of Natural Resources or some

ministry of government provided the funds for

that purpose. I think the member would find

we'd be delighted to give some form of assis-

tance to Indians that would earn them money
and provide employment.

Mr. Stokes: Supplementary: What evidence

does the ministry have that the use of me-

chanical harvesters will contribute to regen-

eration, as opposed to the traditional method
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of harvesting which obviously contributed to

regeneration? Does the ministry have any-

thing to back up its argument that mechanical

harvesters will permit natural regeneration?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I was not referring to

natural regeneration; I was referring to yield

during the harvest. As far as the reseeding
process is concerned, which I assume the

member is talking about, obviously there must
be seeds left behind unharvested to have that

occur. I would assume that if one got 100 per
cent of the seeds off a given area, he would
have some difficulty in regeneration. I'm told

we've been working on means of helping to

'•Viprove the growth of wild rice in that area

by other than natural means—by diking in

some areas. I believe the member has seen

that much better than I have; I intend to see

during this summer to see what we can do.

This crop is potentially worth $20 million

in the northwest, as I think the member
would agree, and we're only getting a small

part of that at the present time.

When one compares it to some of the other
resources up there, it's away ahead of say
fur-bearing animals or trapping, so far ahead
of it in terms of potential that I would only
hope we could encourage both the better

harvesting and the better growth of wild rice.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, what research and
evidence does the Ministry of Natural Re-
sources have about the damage to wild) rice

Vds by mechanical harvesters, and is there,
in fact, the danger that beds would be de-

stroyed if the rice were totally harvested by
mechanical means?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I haven't any evidence at

my fingertips. There may well be evidence to

show that they are not damaging to the beds.
I will be glad to find out.

NORTH PICKERING PROJECT
Mr. Stong: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of Housing. In the light of the confusion
and lack of progress of the North Pickering
royal commission which has seen the only
independent commissioner, Mr. David Hum-
phery, resign, and he was independent of the

Ministry of Housing, his position was filled

by a former commissioner, thereby constitut-

ing a commission which was and is unaccept-
able to the Ombudsman, the landowners
whose claims are being investigated and their

counsel, does the minister not feel an obliga-
tion to take measures to restore some sem-
blance of independence to that commission
so that not only will justice be seen to be
done but will be done?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, first of all,

I am not too sure that the hon. member can

say unequivocably that the present commis-
sion is not acceptable to the Ombudsman.
Certainly that has not been conveyed to me
by the Ombudsman. Secondly, the commis-
sion as it is now constituted is exactly in

accordance with the agreement that was
reached by myself and the Ombudsman, that

was accepted and approved by the select

committee and brought to this Legislature
for approval. That commission is duly consti-

tuted and made up of the members, as is

indicated in the agreement, and I respectfully

suggest to the hon. member that he read the

copy of that agreement.
Mr. Stong: Supplementary: In the light

of the difficulty surrounding this commission
and the progress, is it not time that the

minister looked into it perhaps with a view
to reconstituting the commission so that some-

thing will be done?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I certainly
have no intention of recommending a recon-

stitution of the commission solely because
those persons who are appearing before that

commission for some reason have withdrawn
from the hearing. The commission was estab-

lished within the rules and within the re-

quirements of the agreement entered into

with the Ombudsman to deal with that par-
ticular problem.

Certain property owners were directed to

appear before that particular commission to

present their cases. Others were given the

opportunity to appear before another tribunal,

again established within the terms of the

agreement with the Ombudsman. II don't in-

tend to change the commission just because
the lawyer for those particular clients that

he represents has decided he's not happy
with appearing before the commission.

POLICE PROTECTION AT MOSPORT

Mr. Swart: My question is to the Solicitor

General. It concerns the lack of police pro-
tection at Mosport last weekend, where prop-

erty was allegedly destroyed and persons in-

jured and where an OPP spokesman said,

according to the news media, "Things have

gone too far; we can't police the interior of

the track. If we went in, we would never

come out." I want to ask h'rn if he can ex-

plain how that situation could occur, and is

it not his responsibility to ensure that police

protection is provided for life and property
at a public place such as Mosport? Given the

problem that has been there on previous
occasions, why would the OPP not have
made plans to deal with it?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, when I

saw the report in the paper, I too was con-
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cerned with it because, as <I said in regard
to Hamilton some time ago, there should be

no place in this province that the police
show any timidity about entering. I have

asked for a report on it. The report has not

reached my desk yet. I do understand that

Mosport is protected or guarded by private

security agents and that sometimes ttney don't

always report to the Provincial Police inci-

dents that occur there.

[3:00]

However, we are trying to locate this un-

named OPP spokesman, and if the news-

paperman is not intent on protecting his

source, if he can give us any information as

to who this OPP spokesman is, we will be

glad to get some further information. But I

can tell the member we are having a little

difficulty getting it.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary on this.

Mr. Swart: In the report which he has

requested, will the minister assure there will

be a submission made so that protection can

be given in the future in that area? Secondly,
is the lack of police protection due to the

cutback in funds by the Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough)?
Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't know that I am

prepared to say there was lack of protection.

I am trying to get a report on the situation.

The senior authorities or other authorities

there, even another constable, disagreed with

the statement that was alleged to have been
made. Yes, there is good police protection
there and will continue to be.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Natural

Resources has the answer to a further

question.

INVERHURON PROVINCIAL PARK

Hon. F. S. Miller: Yesterday the hon.

member for Huron-Bruce asked if I would
indicate the ministry's view with respect to

the removal of the last gas shelter at Inver-

huron Provincial Park. The member for

Huron-Bruce asked if this signalled the clos-

ing of the park to public use.

The agreement between the Atomic Energy
Control Board, Ontario Hydro and my min-

istry permitted day-use activities to continue

within Inverhuron Park, but terminated all

overnight camping. However, until replace-
ment facilities for camping could be com-
pleted at MacGregor Park there was an agree-
ment permitting camping to continue at

Inverhuron for the interim period, providing
suitable emergency shelters were supplied by
Ontario Hydro.

Camping was phased out of Inverhuron by
the fall of 1975. The shelters thus became

unnecessary and have been removed, as

Ontario Hydro found uses for them in other

areas. There is no significance to park usage
in the removal of the last of these shelters

this year, and Inverhuron Park will continue

to be available for day-use activities.

Mr. Gaunt: A supplementary: May I just

clarify one point. The minister has indicated

that the Inverhuron Provincial Park will con-

tinue for day camping use. Is it fair to say
that it will continue in that respect indefi-

nitely?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Well, as long as we are

here.

Mr. Swart: That may not be long.

WCB CLAIMS

Mr. Mancini: I have a question for the

Minister of Labour. I wonder if the Minister

of Labour is aware that there are only two
workmen's advisers for the whole province of

Ontario to assist injured workers at WCB
appeal board hearings here in Toronto. I

wonder if she would undertake to advise the

Workmen's Compensation Board to hire

many more so that the injured workers of

this province can get a fair hearing when
they come down to Toronto.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, I am aware of it

and indeed, already we have undertaken to

increase the number.

Mr. Mancini: Supplementary question:

Could the minister inform the House just

how many more she is going to hire?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, I can't at this

point. It takes a very special kind of person

with very special knowledge to do this sensi-

tive job. It is a matter of finding the right

people and training them. We shall acquire

the number that is appropriate.

Mr. Martel: Give it to Mike Starr.

Mr. Warner: Clean that mess up.

HUDAC PROGRAM

Mr. Breaugh: I have a question for the

Minister of Housing which I asked him in

the estimates last Tuesday night. Since we
don't have an answer yet, I would like to

ask him again to explain the circumstances

surrounding the issuance of a special war-

rant for the sum of $600,000, ordered to

authorize the payments for the purpose of

providing insurance to the full amount of

the deposit and downpayments of condo-

minium purchasers who were either not pre-

viously covered or only partially covered by
insurance under the HUDAC new home

warranty plan.
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I apologize to the hoa.

member. That response is in my office and I

neglected to bring it with me. I apologize
and I will have it here tomorrow at question

period. In fact, I will make a statement prior

to question period in order not to take up
the time.

ONTARIO-JAPAN TRADE

Mr. Sweeney: A question to the Minister

of Industry and Tourism: Given the fact that

Japanese manufacturers aggressively market
their products in Ontario, does his ministry
do anything to assist our manufacturers to

market their products in Japan?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Yes, we have had our

office in Japan for a number of years and
we do market through various means. If the

member would take the opportunity of read-

ing the review of the Ministry of Industry
and Tourism, and what we have been doing
during estimates, on points the member
raised prior to this as the critic so far as

Tourism and Industry is concerned, I can
tell him that within that report we give a

complete, detailed analysis of exactly what
we do in trying to market products, not

only in Japan but in pretty well every
country of the world, whether it be behind
the Iron Curtain or in a free trading country.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary: If that's the

case, why is it that Ontario was not repre-
sented in Japan at the International Machine
Tool fair held in November, and was not

represented at the 12th International Trade
Fair in Tokyo just this past April and May?
Hon. Mr. Bennett: I think if the member

would analyse the situation, he would realize

that all of the trade relationships that happen
to be between industry and other countries
of the world do not rest on the shoulders of

the Ministry of Industry and Tourism. When
it comes to trade fairs, generally speaking
it is a responsibility carried out on a co-

operative basis with the federal government.
But I'll be pleased to look into the two fairs

the member speaks of and analyse them to
see whether manufacturers in Ontario were
offered the opportunity of attending and
whether there were some who refused to

go for good reason, usually the reason is

the economics.

CONTAMINATION OF FISH

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, a question to

the Minister of Natural Resources: Could the

Minister of Natural Resources inform the
House how much of the fish stocking program
of his ministry takes place in waters that

are contaminated and for which warnings
have been issued not to eat the fish?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'd have to take that

as notice because as the member knows I

wouldn't be able to have that information at

my fingertips.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: While the

minister is investigating the answer, could

he consider how much the stocking in such
waters is costing and whether it might not

be a more useful expenditure of public funds

to spend the money in stocking in non-

contaminated waters?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, that would
seem reasonable. I can only say that we're

not stocking enough anyway. I'd like to stock

more.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

SPEED LIMITS

Mr. Reid: I have a question for the Minis-

ter of Transportation and Communications,

if I could have his attention.

Can the minister tell us if his ministry has

reviewed the policy in regard to granting

to Indian reserves the right to have the

speed limit lowered on provincial highways
that run through their reserves; and also

could he extend that right and privilege to

municipalities that wish to have the speed
limit lowered running through their towns?

Hon. Mr. Snow: We deal continuously

with requests from municipalities, and also

from Indian reserves, for adjustments to

speed limits within or adjacent to their

municipalities on our provincial highways.

Normally I would say about once a month I

bring before cabinet an amending regula-

tion to The Highway Traffic Act to imple-

ment adjustments as they have been re-

quested and approved.

Mr. Speaker: The question period has ex-

pired.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

Motions.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

PUBLIC VEHICLES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved first reading of

Bill 34, An Act to amend The Public Vehicles

Act.

Motion agreed to.

AIRPORTS AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mr. Snow moved first reading of

Bill 35, An Act to amend The Airports Act.

Motion agreed to.
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Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, the two
bills I have just introduced for first reading
were originally introduced on April 15 in

the last session; I would refer the hon.

members to Hansard of April 15 at which
time I gave a statement outlining the pur-

poses of the amendments. Copies of the

compendium of background information have
been delivered to the critics of both opposi-
tion parties and to the Clerk of the House.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 36, An Act to amend certain Acts respect-

ing Regional Municipalities.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, at the

time of dissolution, I had a number of amend-
ments to The Regional Municipalities Act on
the order paper. Accordingly, I wish to re-

introduce these this afternoon. As I previously

pointed out, they are primarily measures to

streamline temporary borrowing provisions.
In addition, there is one permitting the 10

regional municipalities to accept money for

reward purposes and to be allowed to pay
this money to persons who supply information

leading to the conviction of offenders. We
also propose that a simple majority vote be
sufficient to authorize the removal of an
auditor with cause.

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY OF
MUSKOKA AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 37, An Act to amend The District Munic-

ipality of Muskoka Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

amendments to this bill are the same as those
I have just outlined for The Regional Munic-

ipalities Act.

COUNTY OF OXFORD
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of
Bill 38, An Act to amend The County of
Oxford Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, again
the amendments duplicate the previous Acts.

MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN
TORONTO AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of
Bill 39, An Act to amend The Municipality
of Metropolitan Toronto Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, all the

amendments to The Municipality of Metro-

politan Toronto Act are similar to those in

the proposed regional municipalities amend-
ment bill with the exception of an additional

amendment concerning vote requirements. We
propose a simple majority vote to authorize

the travelling expenses of Metro councillors

and officials and the expenses incurred for

entertainment.

MUNICIPAL AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 40, An Act to amend The Municipal Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the

proposed amendments to The Municipal Act
add two further types of money bylaws to

the list of money bylaws which do not re-

quire the assent of the electorate. These are

bylaws for requiring land for housing pur-

poses and bylaws for the construction and
reconstruction of highway pavements and

bridges.

[3:15]

Secondly, we propose that when a property
owner makes partial payment towards tax

arrears, the payments shall first be applied in

the interest or percentage charges then to-

wards that part of the taxes longest overdue.

At the request of the municipalities we are

broadening the per diem system of remunera-
tion for members of a council to allow for

payments for attending meetings rather than

council meetings.

PUBLIC UTILITES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 41, An Act to amend The Public Utilities

Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, we pro-

pose here that before any public utilities or

services are shut off for non-payment, a 48-

hour notice be given to the occupant and the

owner if he or she is a different person.

CITY OF TIMMINS-PORCUPINE
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 42, An Act to amend The City of

Timmins-Porcupine Act, 1972.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this

amendment vests in the city of Timmins the

right to collect tax arrears in respect of the
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unorganized territory which became part of

the city in 1973.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to

ask, through you to the Treasurer, whether

the Treasurer has a compendium of informa-

tion with these three or four bills that he has

just introduced?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, on a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, the new rules do require, or do

suggest very strongly, that they be provided.
Is the Treasurer intending therefore to

ignore these particular rules that were ad-

opted by the House unanimously a few
months ago?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I am
proposing that if the hon. member would be

good enough to come to the municipal liai-

son committee on any second Friday of each
month he would hear these matters dis-

cussed. He would be aware where the re-

quests come from and he would recognize
that providing a compendium of municipal
resolutions, supporting or otherwise the vari-

ous resolutions which come from the coun-
cils would generate a great deal of wasted
time and money to the taxpayers of this

province.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker: If members of the Legislature wish
to attend meetings with the police forces

of the province and the Solicitor General,

meetings between the various health pro-
fessions and the Minister of Health and that

kind of thing I am sure that they could
also be informed about legislation in those

respective fields coming before the Legis-
lature.

I would say to you, Mr. Speaker, that the

purpose of the compendium is not only to

inform the critics of the particular parties
who will be speaking about particular mat-
ters of legislation, it is also for the benefit

of other members of the House who wish to

be informed about the matters before the

House, even if they don't happen to be
critics for that particular area. The material
is also to be filed in the Legislature library
for the benefit of members of the public who
may wish to know some of the material
which underlies legislative proposals before
the House. And those requirements are not
fulfilled by the minister saying that meetings
of the PMLC are open to members of this

House.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I would simply point
out that meetings with the police force of

this province or meetings with a group of

nurses of this province are in a slightly dif-

ferent category than meetings of the munic-

ipal liaison committee with ministers of the

Crown and members of the Legislature in-

attendance. I think there is a distinction

which he might well appreciate.

Mr. B. Newman: He can't be there and
here at the same time.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think where-
ever any information is available where pos-
sible it should be provided as noted in the

new provisional orders.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order, is that a ruling from the Chair?

Mr. Speaker: The rules state so but there

may be no information to provide. That's

all I can say on this.

Mr. Bounsall: He didn't say that.

Mr. Speaker: Well, that's what I said. If

there is information then it is supposed to

be provided for the assistance of the oppo-
sition critics.

Mr. Bounsall: Further to that point of

order, Mr. Speaker, the minister has indi-

cated that there is some information backing
up these bills that was presented at the

municipal liaison committee. It seems to me
that one cannot have a minister saying, "If

you want that background information, ra-

ther than my tabling it, you should attend

in future the municipal liaison committee—
and why didn't you in the past?"
The minister has implied there's infor-

mation backing up these bills now and that

information should now be tabled. To say,

"Just go and attend the municipal liaison

committee so I won't have to do it," is not

in accordance with the rules of this House.

Mr. Speaker: I think we've heard enough
on this subject, and I'm sure all members
will get the message. We'll have the final

comment on this.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, if I

might just point out, I'm sure the minutes

of the municipal liaison committee are ta-

bled in the legislative library. If they are not,

I'll be glad to arrange that. I would also

point out that these bills are self-explana-

tory and hardly require a compendium.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

ONTARIO YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ACT
(concluded)

Resumption of the adjourned debate in

committee of the whole House on Bill 11,

An Act to provide Employment Opportuni-
ties for Youth in Ontario.

Mr. Nixon: Haven't we finished that one?
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On section 4:

Mr. Warner: Mr. Chairman, I will be
brief. I just have a question with respect to
section 4(lXa). Do I understand from the

parliamentary assistant that that particular
section, although it does not specifically say
so, in fact will provide protection so that no
one who would otherwise qualify for this

program would in fact be hired by a place
where there was a legal strike in progress?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, we certainly at
this date haven't had any occasion to have
that questioned by any employer, or for that
matter any potential employee. But if the

question is whether there would be someone
employed in the course of a strike, I would
remind the member that under this program
and the subsidy of the dollar-per-hour grant,
outside of the outline that's contained in the

bill, the normal processes of employer-em-

ployee relationships takes place. We make no
design of direction as to how they would take

place. They all take place in the normal cir-

cumstances in the business community or in
the farm community. These are not new jobs
that you'd be mentioning, I wouldn't think,
so in that case I don't know that that would
apply under this bill.

Mr. Warner: That was my question—that
you would not determine that because a job
was vacant that it was in fact a new job and
therefore it could be filled by someone who
qualified under this program. That would be

my concern. Okay, that's good. Thank you.

Mr. McKessock: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to
ask the parliamentary assistant a question
pertaining to section 4(l)(b), as to his think-

ing in not allowing sons and daughters of
business people to be hired by their own
parents. It seems to me that this legislation
is pointed out to be for employers of busi-

ness, and farmers especially are mentioned
here. This certainly appears to be discrimina-
tory against the farmer especially. I think we
are trying to encourage the continuation of
the family farm, and yet in the case of this

bill, the farmer's son or daughter would have
to go and receive employment at another
farm rather than be employed by his or her
own parents. I was wondering what the think-

ing is behind this?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, the thinking
comes from the the type of thoughts that we
heard in debate yesterday and I suppose on
Friday on the principle of the bill, that we
wanted—and the House seems to have under-
scored that—that we wanted to be sure that
every possible chance for undue abuse would
be kept out of the operation of the program.
I suppose in mentioning this I'm replying also

to a question from the member for London
Centre along the same lines. He asked a ques-
tion—I think he intended to bring it up under
section 3—about some rumours he had heard
where a farmer on concession three might be
having his son work with a farmer on con-
cession four and vice versa, the son of the
concession four farmer working on a con-
cession three farm. That, in itself, is not out-

side the
permissibility

of this Act. However,
if there was a charade set in place where in

fact the son of the concession three farmer
was working there but ordered in our papers
otherwise, then it wouldn't come within the

bill.

We have had the question raised by some
farmers but, by and large they have under-
stood as we explained to them why the

proviso was there guarding against some
abuses in—

Mr. Nixon: Some farmers?

Mr. Jones: Yes, some of the farm com-

munity, because some of them could appre-
ciate how that could happen.
Mr. McKessock: I fail to understand why,

Mr. Chairman. I would like the parliamentary
assistant to explain to me what he means by
"undue abuse."

Mr. Nixon: What's abuse?

Mr. Jones: The whole principle of the

bill, of course, is that these would be newly
created jobs that wouldn't have existed if it

wasn't for the introduction of the Ontario

Youth Employment program. The farmers

themselves often admit, when they talk to

us to ask about it, that they wouldn't neces-

sarily have the son working for a salary until

they come to us under this program to see if

they qualify. Then they say: "Oh, well, we
just wanted to try and we thought we'd ask

you." The son, naturally, as the hon. member
says—and the government has given evidence
in some recent changes in legislation of want-

ing to continue the family farm situation, but
the fact is that there are a lot of other bene-
fits that flow to a son if he chooses to work
with his father on the home farm rather than'

working down the road or over on that other
concession I was talking about.

When all is considered under this bill,

though, we are dealing with public funds,
and I think all of us in this House would

agree that we have to protect those funds

against the possibility that one of the parents

might have access to a social insurance num-
ber of children or other relatives and some-
how there might be kind of abuse along that

line. I'm sure the hon. member can under-
stand how it could happen.

I have to tell the hon. member too that

many of the farmers we've talked to—10 per
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cent of all the applications that have been

approved are from farmers, and they're quite

happy with it—when the question that he has

just raised is answered, they sometimes feel

at first that it is perhaps working against

them a little bit, but as soon as we explain
the other types of businesses where the abuse

also could creep in, they agree with us.

Mr. McKessock: Anybody who has been

in business for the last 10 years probably
would be quite aware that it would be on

their books whether they had paid their

children or not. But the parliamentary assist-

ant mentioned there were some benefits for

farm children working for their parents. If

they weren't getting paid, it would appear
that benefit would be working for nothing.
I can't see that as much of a benefit. If they
haven't been paid in the past, I think it

would be quite in order for them to be paid
now, because if they weren't paid in the

past it is to the advantage of the farmer to

pay them and have this on his record of

wages paid out as expenses towards him on
his farm expenditures.
When the parliamentary assistant says that

10 per cent of the applications are from

farmers, I wonder whether they are agree-
ing with it or whether they are going the
other route of manipulating it, as he men-
tioned previously, by having their sons or

daughters work for a neighbour and the

neighbour's sons or daughters for them.
Would he not agree with me that if they
haven't been paid in previous years that there
would be no harm in hiring them this year
under this program?

Mr. Jones: I would suggest to the member
for Grey that it would be in contradiction of
the whole principle of the bill. The purpose
of the bill is to create new jobs, to give that
stimulus during the first period where jobs
for young people wouldn't have existed ex-

cept for the stimulus and the grant under
this program.

[3:30]

If the son was going to work, as you sug-

gest, and maybe not be paid in that job in

the previous summer, then this summer comes
to work under a government subsidy with

public funds, then I'm sure you can agree
that we're getting far afield from the prin-

ciple that this grant is for a stimulus to create

a job which otherwise wouldn't have been.

Mr. McKessock: I want to point out that

farmers' sons and daughters don't work for

nothing any more. If they were not paid last

year, they didn't have a job. To me, they
should be quite eligible to make application
for this grant this year if they were not on
the farmer's books last year.

Mr. Jones: I will make due note of it.

As I say we've had many inquiries along
that line. This is a first and a new program
and we certainly will keep that suggestion in

mind. We've heard it from other farmers and

I appreciate the member sharing his thought
with us, but that's what went into the think-

ing in the design of this program. As you

know, there was an urgency to get it in

place and we did proceed accordingly.

Section 4 agreed to.

On section 5:

Mr. Germa: Section 5 reads: "Every per-
son who receives a grant or distribution of

money under this Act or the youth employ-
ment program"; that indicates to me that

there are two ways to get money. You either

get a grant or distribution, or you get money
under the youth employment program. I

wonder if the parliamentary assistant could
clear up that dilemma.

Mr. Jones: Certainly there's no intention

for there to be two vehicles under the pro-

gram. There exists but one grant. I would

suggest that probably the word "distribution"

is in the minds of the legal people, something
necessary in order to follow some consistency
of wording with other bills similar to this

that have proven to require that appropriate
mention. I can tell you that most of the

sections here have been tidied up from other

existing and proven bills. There are no in-

tentions in the bill other than that one dollar

per hour grant, with the maximum of six

per employer per site.

Mr. Germa: The intention of the bill is

not what governs the execution of the bill.

There is under this bill provision for a grant

to be made. If there is no grant contemplated
then I would suggest that the word "grant"

should be removed to protect the bill's in-

tegrity. If I might recite section 3, it starts

by saying. "The minister may make grants;"

so there are two avenues of passing out

public funds.

I am just a little bit doubtful that there

should be such wide open provisions in the

bill. It's not related. The grant is not related

to the one dollar an hour as we understand

it; and as is publicly understood, that there

is a one dollar an hour subsidy on account

of hours worked. You have in there the

provision for a grant to be paid; it says it

quite specifically without any equivocation.
I'm going to ask the parliamentary assistant

to consider amending the bill to remove the

word "grant" wherever it appears.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I don't follow

the member's concern about there being any
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large inconsistency with it. The grant is

one thing and is used in this context in the

legal sense. Once you've received a grant—
I think we all understand what that is say-

ing to us—then there is the distribution of

that money under the Act. Perhaps the mem-
ber could suggest to me just how he would
see it being improved by the choice of

words such as it just being "distribution" or

just being "grant." Would he not agree that

grant is one thing and distribution, as it

says money flowing from that grant, are two
different things.

Mr. Ccrma: Could I try to clarify my con-
cern? In section 5, the word "or" is between
the statement as it relates to grant or dis-

tribution and the youth employment pro-
gram. When you use the word "or" it im-

plies to me there are two different things
we are talking about—either a grant or the

youth employment program. It implies to me
there are two ways. You say there are not,
but as long as that word is in there, I think
we have two options.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, as I recall, this

section 5 is dealing with a requirement that

the minister can, in any manner prescribed,
have provision here for certain protections,
and then there is an offence provided. It

says every person who receives a grant or

distribution of money under the Act—either
of those two procedures—and then it proceeds
to go on "at such time and such manner as

may be prescribed shall make a return to

the minister if called upon." I really can't

see that having any harmful effect or talking
about two separate things.

There are the application procedures that

would be involved in applying for the grant.
There are time sheets that would be com-
pleted involving in the distribution of the

money. I suggest that they are talking about
different mechanics or any one of those
mechanics as part of the grant, whether it be
at the stage of money distribution or whether
it be at the stage of them receiving the grant
and making application for the grant. The
minister retains the right, again as a check,
guarding against abuse, of being able to ask,
in the manner prescribed, for returns as to
either of those mechanics.

Mr. Germa: Forgetting my first objection
to the section, could I ask the parliamentary
assistant has he determined what information
is going to be asked for when a person makes
this return as provided here. You say the time
sheets of the employee are going to be part
of the return? Is the profit of the company to

be examined to ensure that we are not sub-

sidizing an undue profit maker as a result of

these subsidized wages? Is the profit of the

business concerned going to be part of the

return which the minister will demand?
Mr. Jones: There are, Mr. Chairman, pro-

visions as set out, I believe later in the Act

here, where anything to support and to ensure

that the person qualifying and subsequently

obtaining a grant under the bill does indeed

qualify. You will notice that in a section to

come, there is discussion, indeed a listing, of

those type of documents that the ministry can

call on—free access to books of account, cash

documents and so on. I think what they are

obviously looking for there would be confirma-

tion that there hadn't been any abuse done
to the system. So the profitability from these

employees, or indeed the firm's overall em-

ployment, has never been a criterion for the

program. If they would merely complete a

new job, they then would qualify, subject to

all the other criteria that we have discussed

in debate, for that dollar subsidy. How profit-

able they were, whether they lost money or

made money, the normal process would) take

place in that business venture or that farming

operation.

Mr. Germa: Mr. Chairman, do I understand

then that any excess profit earned as a result

of these subsidized wages by the province of

Ontario is not a consideration? I find that

difficult to accept. If a business is super-

profitable, which it very well could be as a

result of you and I paying part of the wages,
is it proper then for the province of Ontario

to pump tax dollars into a business which is

already making profit which might be con-

sidered excessive?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, this came up in

debate earlier and I felt we had clarified1 this.

This is not a bill intended to stimulate fledg-

ling businesses or businesses that are failing

or new businesses that are being created. It

is a bill to create employment for a crisis

situation where young people are in dispro-

portionate numbers among the unemployed in

the province. It is working and working very

well, and that's what it sets out to do. I

would think that young people are grateful

for the job, be it from a profitable firm and/or

whether it be for one that is fledgling and by
them joining they have helped in the profit-

ability of the firm. I think it is simply that

it is a job and something that they can learn,

with that valuable component they need so

desperately, namely experience, that they can

go on to continue with that firm. I would

think that if the firm was profitable, it en-

hance the chances it could be an onward

going job, an onward going possible career.

Profitable businesses tend to expand and make

opportunities for young people, so I don't
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know why we would chastise or discriminate

against any firm that happens to do what all

businesses are in effect for, namely to make a

profit. They do make good employers. Of

course, we wouldn't be discriminating against
them just because they are profitable.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Profit is a good word in

our economy.
Mr. Germa: Mr. Chairman, this proposition

which the parliamentary assistant puts for-

ward is in conflict with the government of

Ontario's philosophy that there should be a

means test applied' to every handout out of

government dollars. In this case they don't

see fit to apply the means test. Every other

welfare program in the province of Ontario

has a means test.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I don't really

understand what the member is saying to us.

Is he saying that he doesn't want us to be

involved in this stimulating and creating of

new jobs for these thousands of young people
who needed those jobs, in this program that

is proving itself to be working in supplying
to them? I just don't follow the point that

the member is making.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. I really feel

that we are getting off section 5, which really

deals with the auditing and showing the re-

turn to the government.
Mr. Germa: What we are talking about

in the audit, Mr. Chairman, is subsidizing

private businesses. That is really what we
are doing. I would like to know who we are

subsidizing. Certainly we are possibly cre-

ating a job, but by doing that we are fun-

nelling money into private business. What I

am concerned about is that the private busi-

ness might get more benefit out of these

tax dollars than the student who is going
to be employed. They have offered me no

proof that this is not going to happen.
Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I would just

like to clarify that we are not funnelling

profits into any company. These dollars are

going toward the salary, and I remind you
that the employer is putting the largest part
of that salary up before a new job is cre-

ated.

Mr. Chairman: The member for Grey.

Mr. McKessock: Mr. Chairman, before I

ask my question, I would like to have a

point of clarification. This bill is going to

be a continuous bill that will go on in 1978
as well as 1977?

Mr. Jones: The bill before us deals until

September 16.

Mr. McKessock: We understand, then, that

this program will end then, it won't be a

continuous program next year?

Mr. Jones: We can't talk about that at

this point in time, Mr. Chairman. We are in

this case dealing with the May 30—Septem-
ber 16 date as presented in the bill.

Mr. Chairman: The member for Ottawa
Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just very briefly, can the parliamentary as-

sistant explain why the clause that was

originally put in the bill before it was re-

printed and re-presented, allowing for agree-
ments with Her Majesty in right of Canada,

presumably the Canada Manpower service,

in relation to this youth employment pro-

gram, why was that dropped? Did the minis-

try decide not to go forward with that par-

ticular kind of administrative route, which

might have had some economies, or were
there other reasons for dropping that par-

ticular proposal?

Mr, Jones: As I understand it from the

legal staff, it wasn't necessary. It was found

to be unnecessary for the government to

continue its intended and onward gaing dis-

cussion with the other level of government.

Mr. Cassidy: Have, in fact, any such agree-

ments been struck with the Canada Man-

power service or any other similar body?

Mr. Jones: I can't say, Mr. Chairman, that

there have been any specific conclusions

drawn, but they are well on their way and

have some very encouraging prospects; and

as members know, almost all of the program
is operating in concert between the two. We
are discussing such things as funding.

Mr. Chairman: The member for River-

dale.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I am not

talking about legal matters, although I hap-

pen to be a lawyer, so please don't answer

me about what the legal staff tells the minis-

try about it. My colleague, the member for

Sudbury, raised a very important point for

anyone who simply reads the bill. I take

it that under section 3 of the bill, provision

is made for the making of grants. My first

question is, is there any other way except

by grant that moneys can be paid out under

the authority of this bill?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I know of no

other method by which an employer could

receive any payment other than in the grant,

as we understand it, the dollar.

[3:45]

Mr. Renwick: Then if I can go to section

5, which is the section under discussion,

why is there any need to provide the ad-

ditional words "or distribution of money
under this Act"? Is subsection 1 of section



356 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

5 supposed to read: "Every person who re-

ceives a grant pursuant to section 3 shall

at such times and in such manner as may
be prescribed make a return to the minister

in such form as the minister requires"?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, if I understand
the member's question we're back talking
about the grant for distribution. I don't have

any knowledge other than legal-

Mr. Renwick: I'm not particularly inter-

ested in that. I'm not talking about the

value of the bill, or the value of the pro-
gram, or how good it is, or how bad it is,

or what it's ideological concept is at all. I'm

talking about the obligation of the minister

responsible for this bill to account accurately
for the public funds which are going to be

spent. I think one of the accounting pro-
visions is section 5(1), and I want to under-
stand that no money can be paid out under
this bill except pursuant to a grant under
section 3.

Therefore, as my colleague from Sudbury
was saying to the parliamentary assistant, I
want subsection 1 of section 5 tightened up
to make the provision that every person who
receives a grant pursuant to section 3 shall at
such times and in such manner as may be
prescribed make a return to the minister in
such form as the minister requires. That
would appear to me to be the way in which
we say, "You make the return because
you've got a grant under section 3 which
is the sole authority in the bill to pay out
the money."

Mr. Jones: We would be agreeable to an
amendment of that subsection as outlined
by the member, perhaps to read: "5(1): Every
person who receives a grant of money under
the youth employment program established
under the Act shall at such times in said
manner as may be prescribed make a return
to the minister in such form as the minister
requires." I wonder if that might satisfy the
member's point as raised?

Mr. Renwick: (I'm satisfied that that's an
improvement over the provision that is there.
Of course, it's not as good as the method
that the member for Sudbury and I would
like, but we'll accept that as a compromise.
Mr. Chairman: Is any member going to

propose an amendment? Thank you.
Mr. Jones moves that subsection 1 of sec-

tion 5 be amended by substituting the follow-
ing: "Every person who receives a grant of
money under the youth employment program
established under this Act shall at such times
and in such manner as may be prescribedmake a return to the minister in such form
as the minister requires."

Motion agreed to.

Section 5, as amended, agreed to.

On section 6:

Mr. Bonn.sail: I have a series of questions
under section 6, Mr. Chairman, which ex-

presses some of my concerns. The youth
secretary will recall yesterday he responded
rather favourably to my suggestion that may-
be he should get from the employment
standards branch those thick files which they
have for the purpose of knowing who to in-

spect after one has given the grant.
My question is in this regard, how many

additional persons are you hiring to do the

inspection? If you are not hiring any addi-
tional inspectors to do the inspection but are

relying upon personnel already there within
the ministry, would they from time to time
loan those personnel to the employment
standards branch on a regular basis so that

they may perform the checking under the

regular divergences from the normal employ-
ment so that they may shorten the time from
four to six months that it takes them to check
out a case because of their overload? I would
just like to know how many there are and if

they would be made available to the normal
form of job inspection so that an adequate
job can be done on a continuing basis in the
normal fashion, which I hear from employ-
ment standards officers they are so over-
worked to the point that it takes them four
to six months to complete the investigation
of a case?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I am not familiar

with the employment standards branch, and
to what extent the officers are overworked.

However, I can say that in the administration
of this program the youth secretariat has
hired 22 people who are working to make
certain that there aren't abuses, to help the
most efficient running of the program for the
maximum benefit, and the municipal subsi-

dies branch of Treasury, Economics and In-

tergovernmental Affairs, another 35. Then
there is a hard core of very seasoned and
experienced people of the type we discussed,
available between those two offices who will

be working on an onward going basis for,

yes, the audit period and, yes, of course, the
mechanics of gathering together the criteria

and the statistics that we discussed. In fact,
I would say to the member that we would
have the outline in the type of statistical

data that we will be gathering ready within
the next couple of days and II would be hap-
py to share a copy with him. That is in

addition to the other material I talked to him
about.

Mr. Bounsall: I appreciate that.

Mr. Chairman: Shall section 6 carry?
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Section 6 agreed to.

On section 7:

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I am disturbed

by section 7(4), which refers to the secrecy

proyisions of this particular bill. It seems to

be exceptionally rigidly drawn. I am not sure

whether the minister's assistant has had some
words with the member for Riverdale about

this, but if I can quote it it says; "No person

employed in the administration or enforce-

ment of this Act shall disclose information

obtained under this Act, except where the

disclosure 'is necessary for the administration

or enforcement of this Act or where the

disclosure is required by a court."

Mr. Chairman, as I read that particular
section it seems to me what that means is

that even the basic statistical information

which the assistant was so liberal in promis-

ing during the debate yesterday will be
denied to this House, because there is no

way, after that section of the bill is passed,
that any kind of a report can be made. In

addition, there are other problems, which I

think are more complicated problems, as be-

tween the confidentiality which is normally

given to people in the private sector gener-

ally on the one hand, and the fact that these

people are receiving a grant of substantial

sums of money—in some cases 1 guess they
can be eligible to receive up to $3,000 or

$4,000; II suppose it is not a lot but it is

something—from the Legislature, and sub-

stantial sums of money are involved. Is there

not some way that this section could be
worded differently in order to ensure, first,

that where concerned members of the public
do have a particular need to know about

money going out into the private sector, that

that becomes public, or at least becomes

available, second, that that treatment be ex-

tended to members of the Legislature, and

third, that we and the public become en-

titled to adequate statistical information on
the workings of this particular program,
which, as the assistant has said, is new, and
that information which would otherwise be

deprived if the section stands as it is right
now?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, the speaker refers

to subsection 4 of section 7, and under
section 1(a) we are talking about free access

of books of account, of cash, documents, bank

accounts, vouchers and other critical informa-

tion of that employer if it was called upon
by the minister. Of course, that is what sub-

section 4 speaks to in order to protect the

employer. Of course, information can be re-

leased in the aggregate, which I was talking
to yesterday in debate and again mentioned
for the member for Windsor-Sandwich, but

not on an independent individual returns

basis.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, if I just could

pick up on that point, I understand the need
for confidentiality in The Corporations Tax
Act or The Income Tax Act or that kind of

statute which deals with the personal or

corporate financial secrets of the particular
business organization.

I think what is concerning us here is not
a roving expedition in order to find out about
the business of such-and-such a person, but

surely we should be entitled in very bold
terms to say to the minister or to the parlia-

mentary assistant, "This program was put
into force on such-and-such a date and ended
on such-and-such a date. Will you now pub-
lish, as indeed may well be necessary in

public accounts, the names of all of the per-
sons and the amounts which were received by
them by way of grant under this youth em-

ployment program, so that we know who the

people are who have had the benefit of this

supplement for wage purposes?"
I think that is all we are trying to get at

in the bill. It seems to us that we should
know who receives a grant and how much
that grant was for the period of time during
which this program is in effect—which,

although the bill doesn't state it, and well
come to it in a few minutes, under the regu-

latory power is presumably from May 30 to

September 16, as was stated by the Treas-

urer in the budget.
But this seems to preclude, so far as I can

see, any need in public acounts for a list to

be made of all persons who received these

moneys and the amount they received, and
seems to preclude us from putting an inquiry
on the order paper to the ministry saying,

"Who did receive this money and how much
did they get?" as part of the information we
would expect to get for the purpose of

making a review and assessment of the

effectiveness of the program for the purpose
for which it is being introduced.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, maybe I could

just make this suggestion. To pick up on the

point of the member for Riverdale, I think

there is a clear distinction, as the member for

Riverdale has pointed out, between the

general parameters of the plan—what industry

it was, what firm got how much money or

what firm had how many people—and the

more specific details. I agree that this is not

the place or the Act, and perhaps nowhere

is the place or the Act, for the public to have

access to the information which the minis-

ter's designate has the right to look at under

sections 6 and 7 of the bill. I think that is

the distinction to be made.
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I was just about to write an amendment,
which I would commend to the parliamentary
assistant. However, I think if we made one

change in section 7(4) it would meet the

objections that we have and could be accept-
able to the ministry. That is, instead of say-

ing that all information obtained under the

Act is absolutely confidential—including the

number of grants, the amount of money spent,
and that kind of thing—it should say: "No
person employed in the administration or en-

forcement of this Act shall disclose informa-

tion obtained under this section or section 7."

In other words, the confidential company
material to which a minister's inspector or

auditor can become privy when he goes to

look at the books of the company, has to be

kept confidential except where it is necessary
foi enforcement of the Act or for court pur-
poses. However it's not an omnibus kind of

control which would' impair reasonable kinds

of disclosure of information which it seems
to me is in public interest.

I will so move, Mr. Chairman, and I'll

write the amendment out right now.

[4:00]

Mr. Chairman: The amendment will not be

put until it is received, if the parliamentary
assistant would like to make a comment.

Mr. Jones: Perhaps while the member is

writing that out we could ask him to recon-

sider its necessity in the light of my com-
ments. First, as I mentioned, I think the main

purpose we were discussing in debate yester-

day was the knowledge that could come as

a side benefit out of this program. We have

early figures I've already shared to some
extent in the debate and I have made a com-
mitment to make those figures available in

aggregate terms.

.Further, I think it's quite within the scope
of this program that we could provide infor-

mation to an individual member of the House
if he requested it at any time in confiden-

tiality—not to be published. I think that's the

intention. A well-known pickle company, for

example, may not necessarily want to have
statistics that they might supply to us printed
and appearing in some kind of newpaper dis-

cussion about their internal affairs.

We have as our primary intention under
this bill the provision of jobs. In recognizing
that we're doing that in partnership with the

private sector we're anxious not to discredit

the program. We don't want to frighten away
bona fide employers who do have the capa-
city and would join us in providing new
career opportunities and in putting some
vitality back into the business economy
where young people might have been missing
heretofore. And, of course, businessmen do

have some guarded thoughts when it comes
to supplying some of that material. They're
happy to do it, as we've seen in our applica-
tions.

I think the minister is prepared to say
that we could provide to individual members
of the House, if requested in confidentiality,

any of the information that they might want
to satisfy themselves about that company
with those six employees—and

1 as the member
mentioned it's probably something like $3,000
at the very maximum that they could be re-

ceiving. That would be made available.

I might also say that is why we have, as

it happens, not only the Manpower facilities

checking the legitimacy of these firms; also

we have the Youth Secretariat doing so, be-

cause we have some social conscience about
tho nature of the jobs. Then, of course we
also have a followup of the municipal sub-

sidies grant; you have some long-standing

expertise in checking that. Now if that helps
the member, or whether he still wants to

proceed with his amendment-

Mr. Renwick: I heard the parliamentary

assistant; I think what bothered me was the

"in confidence" part of it. I am a great
believer in transacting public business in

public.

It seems to me that I don't see any interest

that is hurt in any way by an inquiry being

put on the order paper by a member of the

assembly, asking the ministry to list all of

the grantees under this Act and the amount
that they received. I don't know any way in

which a person who is making an applica-
tion for a grant can be hurt by that kind of

public disclosure. But at least the knowledge
that that information would be available is

an added protection to the Treasury against

people trying to rip the system off. It is a

way in which we will be able, with that in-

formation to ask in an objective sense for

the kind of additional information from the

ministry from their monitoring processes that

tells us we expended this number of dollars,

we created this number of youth job employ-
ment opportunities for this period of time.

'Then you can talk in accounting terms

about sort of the cost benefit of the program.
Did it work? Did it make sense? Is it a via-

ble one? Because one of the things which is

obvious about this bill is that there's no self-

destruct provision in the bill. When this

summer is past and September 16 has come
and gone, this Act will remain on the books
for next summer. The only thing that ties it

into summer is section 2 which refers to

"summer". So I don't think it can be used

for job opportunities at other times in the

year, but I can see that it's going to continue
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on the books and next year there'll be a new
statement about summer job opportunities for

youth; so this has a continuing effect.

If we are launching upon a series of sum-

mer job opportunity programs for young

people, which is certainly envisaged by the

fact that the bill doesn't self-destruct, then I

think we in the assembly have got to be in a

position where we can get the basic in-

formation, with the guidance and the assist-

ance of the ministry, to make the assessment

that is necessary about the value of spend-

ing this number of dollars to do this job of

work. That is our sole and only reason,

and therefore I'm always worried when some-

thing is disclosed to me in confidence by
the government. We've had that problem
before, and it's always a mistake for a

member of this assembly to receive informa-

tion in confidence about public matters in

that sense.

If the parliamentary assistant's statement to

us could stand clearly on the record without

the words "in confidence" in his remarks,
then I'm quite happy to let the record stand

so that we can get the information in the

assembly.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, first I would

merely explain that our concern is not that

we'd sensed any reluctance by these em-

ployers we've been in contact with to share

this information, merely that we did want
to make certain that we didn't turn off any
potential jobs to the young people.

In any event, there is one thought that

strikes me, and perhaps the member would

give me his learned opinion on it. Subsec-

tion 4 reads: "No person employed," which
does not preclude the minister from making
available that information obtained under
this Act.

Mr. Chairman: Shall section 7 carry?

Mr. Renwick: No, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: No? The member for

Riverdale.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you making that as a

motion or as a suggestion?

Mr. Jones: No, I was asking the previous

speaker if perhaps he wanted to pass com-
ment on that.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you suggesting that min-
isters are super-human?

Mr. Jones: No, I'm merely saying-

Mr. Cassidy: Inhuman.

Mr. Jones: —it does not include the min-
ister as written. But to satisfy the members
who have talked to this subsection-

Mr. Cassidy: What happens when you get
into a telephone booth, Bob?

Mr. Jones: —we would be happy to make
an amendment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Renwick: I would be quite happy.
I'm not a grammarian, but I would assume
if subsection 4 read: "No person other than

the minister."—no; "No person employed in

the administration or enforcement of this

Act other than the minister shall disclose the

information obtained under the Act." Pre-

sumably we could ask the minister then for

information. Subject to your support.

Mr. Jones: I would so move, that in sec-

tion 7(4), second line after the words "of

this Act", the words "other than the minister"

be inserted.

Mr. Chairman: The Chair would be glad to

accept that in writing.

Mr. Cassidy: The Chair is being obstruc-

tive.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This bill runs out in

September, I hope we can get it carried by
then.

Mr. Cassidy: We may make it.

Mr. Gaunt: What is this requirement about
two hours' notice?

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Chairman, in fairness, on
a point of order, don't you need the general
consent of the House at least to introduce an
amendment with no notice; under the new
rule? You created a horrible fuss for my
friend from Huron-Bruce the other day.

Mr. Chairman: With respect to the member
for London Centre, I believe it says "wherever
possible" in the rule. I realize there was a bit

of a problem at the last sitting of the com-
mittee.

Mr. Jones: As I set this in writing, Mr.

Chairman, I wonder if I might ask the mem-
bers' indulgence and consideration of this

amendment as an alternative to our insertion

after the word "Act" in section 7.

I would move that subsection 4 of section 7
of the bill be amended by striking out "this

Act" in the third line and inserting in that line

the words, "section 6 of this section."

Mr. Cassidy: That is what I moved 10 or

15 minutes ago, Mr. Chairman, and it's obvi-

ously acceptable to us.

Mr. Peterson: Would you repeat that?

Mr. Renwick: If I may, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Excuse me. May I just put
the question? Then we can discuss the amend-
ment.

Mr. Jones moves that subsection 4 of sec-

tion 7 of the bill be amended by striking out

"this Act" in the third line and inserting in

lieu thereof "section 6 of this section."
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Mr. Cassidy: "Of this Act."

Mr. Chairman: May I ask the parliamentary
assistant, did he say "section 6 of this sec-

tion"?

Mr. Jones: "Of this Act," Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: So it's corrected to read:
". . . and inserting in lieu thereof 'section 6
of this Act.'

"

Mr. Jones: Just to clarify it, Mr. Chairman:
"Section 6 or this section."

Mr. Renwick: Yes, that's fine.

Section 7, as amended, agreed to.

On section 8:

Mr. Renwick: On section 8, Mr. Chairman,
I was able to have a brief word with the

legal adviser to the parliamentary assistant

and whatever other capacity he operates in.

All I want to do is to read into the record a

portion of the memorandum which was given
to the parliamentary assistant in connection
with this bill so that everybody understands

clearly that it has this effect. I quote from
that memorandum of today's date to the

parliamentary assistant:

"Section 8, subsection 1, creates an offence
for a false or misleading statement in any
document required by the Act. A statement
can be false or misleading by reason of one
of two factors: (a) a positive false statement
or (b) the omission of a material fact. The
saving provision in subsection 2 of section 8
is broad enough to cover any false or mis-

leading statement, whether made as a result
of a positive statement or the omission of a
material fact."

I simply wanted to put that on the record
because a number of people not knowledge-
able in the arcane science of the law believe
that if they omit to state something, they can't
be held responsible for that omission. I'm
quite happy with the explanation which we
have received but I did want the record to
show that is the net effect of the whole of
section 8.

Section 8 agreed to.

On section 9:

[4:151

Mr. Peterson: I regret that I missed out on
the discussion on section 3 earlier. Much to

my embarassment last night I thought we
were still discussing this section. I am just
not satisfied and I want to hear from the

parliamentary assistant what pre-audit condi-
tion and terms are being imposed here. Are
you asking for affidavits upon application?

I go back to that very hoary memory that
I have about the first-time home owners'
grants. It is great to talk about all these

charging sections after the fact, but it would

be much nicer to make sure that none of
these things happen. Certainly the experience
there was not so much deceit or malice afore-

thought; it was just a lack of understanding
of the legislation and lack of understanding
of the rules, and we saw a tremendous num-
ber of problems resulting therefrom.

I just want to be very clear in my own
mind. If I am asking for you to repeat, I

apologize for that. What percentage are you
checking, how are you checking, and what
kind of pre-audit system are you using?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, yes, the com-
parison was made in debate of the home
buyers' grant. Indeed, this Act does pro-
vide for much broader audit and inspection
powers, and in fact they are taking place.

They commence originally with the em-
ployer going to the Manpower student
centre. The application was especially de-

signed for us to convey both verbally and
by the application just what the require-
ments are, plus there is the material for

that employer. However, there is also a

telephone clarification and check and dis-

cussion with that employer at that early

stage before any acceptability.

Mr. Peterson: By whom, to whom?
Mr. Jones: That is by the municipal sub-

sidies branch people. Then the application
is returned to the Manpower office where
it is recorded, and it is there for several
reasons. One is, the young people can go
there and ask. Of course, the local Man-
power office also clearly knows the circum-
stances of that employer in its particular

region. Then it comes to the Ontario Youth
Secretariat where it is again checked and
then it goes to the subsidies branch of

TEIGA. At that point, yet again there is the
final clarification before it is sent back as

having been approved.
That is followed up by a visitation of staff

to the employer, and that might take the

place of a phone call in the early stages if

there is just one employee. Maybe the firm

is well known to the people working in that

community, who might well have visited

him to encourage him to take advantage of

the plan and might know his circumstances.

Then there is the auditing both on a spot
and onward-going basis and there is a pro-
viso for a wrapup complete audit at the end
of the program.

Mr. Peterson: On what percentage of the

cases do all those checks and balances take

place—in every single instance of an appli-
cation or just 10 per cent or 15 per cent?

You are telling me that in 100 per cent of

the cases the employer has to go to the Man-
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power office, sit down with the Manpower
officer and fill out the application form in

conjunction with him? Is that what you are

telling me?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, he may not

physically go to that Manpower office. He
very likely has a Manpower representative

calling on him on a regular basis if he is

an employer of any substance and it may be
that several applications are brought to him
and other large employers in the area.

Mr. Peterson: But you are saying the Man-
power officer is there in 100 per cent of

the cases.

Mr. Jones: In the early stages they have
been able to do that with the manpower
that we have available from the two differ-

ent levels of government that are working
on it. I won't undertake to say that every
one of them is going to have that complete
audit, given the numbers that we are now
starting to deal with, as we have approved
no less than some 13,000 applications repre-

senting some two jobs.

We may not have that capacity to do them
all but I certainly would hope that the high
percentage that we have been able to main-
tain—which would run I would guess some-
where in the order of 100 per cent as far

as the telephoning that has taken place is

concerned, probably I would think at least

50-and-better per cent of actual visitations—

I hope we will be able to maintain that

through the rest of the summer, because it

is also a fact-finding and gathering mission
that we are on and there are a lot of other
benefits that flow from it. So it is a very
high percentage. I hope we can maintain it.

Mr. Peterson: Are you planning post-
audit for a percentage of them, or what
plans do you have for that?

Mr. Jones: There will be a complete post-
audit taking place and, of course, we will be
marrying into that all the on-spot ongoing
audits that have taken place during the
course of the program.

Mr. Peterson: I pass on for whatever it's

worth a reaction that I had from looking at
that first-time home owner's grant—and the
member for Riverdale may or may not agree
with me; I would be interested in his com-
ments on it—that had there been an affidavit
attached to the application it probably
would have impressed applicants. One can
argue about the legal efficacy of swearing
an affidavit. On the other hand, it seems
to me that it would have impressed the
solemnity or the seriousness or the gravity
of the situation more on the applicant, and

I tend to think personally there may have
been fewer abuses. The great problem in
that one, in my judgement, was just poor
administration and ignorance of the program
throughout the system, and of course no
pre-checks. That seems to me one easy,
simple little check that costs no money, that

perhaps is not on the applications and there
is nothing we can do about it now, but had
I been asked, it would be a suggestion that
I would have had at that point. Do you
have any reaction to that, or maybe the
member for Riverdale has a reaction to that?

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would
remind the member that we have already

had a 10 per cent rejection, so I think you
can tell that this is being very carefully

handled. I can tell you another thing, I think

it was mentioned before several times, that we
have three levels of government. For the most

part, these people are familiar with such a

program, they do have banks of people who
are quite capable. I don't know of any pro-

gram, certainly not the home buyer's grant,

that had three different sections of govern-
ment dealing with it from a different slant

of expertise in it. On the application, in-

cidentally, in a very prominent way at the

very start of it, there is the declaration that

the signature of the employer must be

attached to. "I declare that the employment
of persons under this program will not re-

sult in dismissal, layoff, reduction in regular
hours and periods of work of any existing

employees. I declare that all information

given above is true and complete in all

respects." It goes on: "I understand that the

amount of any grant given on the basis of

an application containing false or misleading
information is subject to repayment with in-

terest. I further understand that it is an
offence under The Youth Employment Act,

1977, to knowingly give false or misleading

information, and all information provided in

connection with this application is subject to

verification and audit."

I think that puts it very clearly in an

otherwise simplified application, which we
intentionally did try to design, so nobody
is being kidded either way.

Mr. Peterson: I accept that and I know
you have thought it out. I just want to ex-

press my own reservation that I think in

that particular case the government invited
all of the abuses that it received, and it still

isn't cleaned up after the fact. At this late

date, all I can say is I hope you put the
attention into that that it requires, because
government can make people into cheaters
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and liars, if they are not very careful. We
must avoid that at all costs. I am satisfied.

Section 9 agreed to.

On section 10:

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I would like

a statement under section 10, which is the

power to pass the regulations—although the

bill is couched in very general terms, and

as I said a few minutes ago, has no self-

destruct provision in it and will be an on-

going bill that will remain on the statutes—

that the one and only program the govern-

ment now has in mind to be covered by the

regulation which the parliamentary assistant

assured us last night would be promulgated
within a few days after the bill receives

royal assent and comes into force, the pro-

gram we are talking about is the one de-

scribed by the Treasurer in his budget state-

ment in 1977 on April 19, and more elabor-

ately set forth in appendix B to that budget
statement, referring, of course, to the $1

supplement per employee hired under the

employment opportunity program, and refers

to the time period of March 30 to Septem-
ber 16.

Mr. Jones: Indeed, as the member outlined,

there is no authority at this time for the

regulations until the bill is passed. But as

discussed in last evening's debate it will be

going forward immediately, within a couple
of days, to the regulations committee.

Yes, the background paper is in the budget,
in appendix B—I believe it was budget state-

ment 39—and therein it does set out such

things as the date the hon. member mentions,

May 30 and it runs to September 16.

There are also such other items as the

dollar, as mentioned, and such items as the

employer restriction to six, I believe, six jobs

per site.

There is indication the employer will be

required to submit monthly statements signed
by the employer and the employee jointly
to verify hours and wages. All that's set out
in that appendix that the member refers to,

yes.

Mr. Walker: I'd like to raise questions
with respect to the regulations. I presume it's

the intention of the parliamentary assistant

to have a program that will be governed by
regulation in the sense of a start-up period.
The start-up period is written in in section

10(2); and the finish period, which would
presumably be September 16 this year, that

would be done by regulation.
What I'd like to have clarified is whether

or not this program is intended to be an
on-going program. If so, perhaps we can
deal with it on that basis. But if it's intended

to be a once-in-a-lifetime program perhaps
this is where we should be writing in a

terminal date, perhaps in one of the later

sections; or perhaps in section 10(2), the regu-
lations section.

This sort of relates to the question of a

sunset law that I've been promoting for the

last couple of years. I was very pleased to

see the Liberal Party adopt part of my
platform this year in their most recent elec-

tion effort.

Mr. Peterson: You're a real leader in your
own way.

Mr. Cassidy: They've already dipped below
the horizon.

Mr. Walker: So I'm wondering if it would
be appropriate to write in a termination date

if this is intended to be a program that will

fall by the wayside this year.

Mr. Eakins: We're setting your termination

date.

Mr. Walker: If such is not the case we
should at least be aware that it could be on-

going and forever. Frankly, I do not like pro-

grams that continue on and on and would

prefer some form of terminal date. If there is

reason to bring a new program on stream in

another year—1979 or 1988 or whatever it is

—then instead of relying on the previous

legislation a new Act could be introduced to

cover that particular situation.

There is a value, Mr. Chairman, I think, in

legislation dying after a while. Frankly, we
have so many programs on the books it be-

comes absolutely impossible to keep track

of what we do have in the form of legislation

and regulation.

Mr. Cassidy: It's the dead hand of govern-
ment being extended by Conservatives.

Mr. Walker: As my friend mentions, it is

just the kind of thing that ensnarls small

business.

Mr. Cassidy: The tentacles of statism.

Mr. Walker: But in any case, I would be

pleased if the parliamentary assistant would

respond to that question and consider whether

termination date would be appropriate at this

time.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the

comments of the member. The bill is, as has

been mentioned in debate, an onward-going

one, and the dates being dealt with for this

year are as contained in the regulations.

I think it's very difficult for us—and we've

seen it in this debate—given the changes that

are taking place in the work place as they

affect the youth unemployment problem. We
know it is of international magnitude and is

very difficult. We hear talk of it peaking in
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1980 and 1981 as the postwar baby boom
clears through that young go-to-work period.

It is very difficult to achieve that. The bill

is planned as an onward-going program, and

the government would have to determine the

extent and the scope of any changes in de-

sign that might be found to deal with other

circumstances that may exist next year or in

some other period of time. But I think it's

clearly said, as the bill has stated, and of

course in the regulations-

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to

comment, because it came from the member
for London South. In his 22 months in the

wilderness he's moved to the right, even
further than I thought; and his allusion to the

Liberal Party puts him in that camp. As a

matter of fact the Liberal Party may get
Gordon for Marvin; you never can tell.

[4:30]

Mr. Peterson: Throw in a case of beer

with it.

Mr. Walker: Mr. Chairman, are we to

interpret from what the parliamentary assist-

ant is saying that this program will in fact

be in place next year, 1978; and that the

youth of Ontario can expect that same type
of dollar-match program?

Mr. Cunningham: That's what he said.

Mr. Jones: If we have these needs that we
are experiencing now I can certainly say that

we in the Youth Secretariat will be looking
forward to seeing the program operative again
next year, given the success that we have

here.

Mr. Renwick: I want to comment on this

section because of the remark made by the

member for London South and because of the

remark made by the parliamentary assistant.

One of the values of the system that we
have as set out in a clause which we'll come
to in a minute is that we don't need sunset

laws. We don't need specific dates in them
because the moneys can only be made avail-

able if they are voted by this assembly. There-

fore you can always stop a program if you
actually face up to your responsibility at the

time and don't vote the money for the pro-

gram.
It's very easy to do it that way, rather than

to hide behind a date which we would now
fix for the so-called sunset date on which
there will be no youth unemployment prob-
lem. The problem in the United States, where
the term "sunset law" came from, is that the

funding of those programs are ongoing with-

out any method of stopping them. We can

stop them every year in the estimates by not

voting the money to be appropriated for that

program. We, therefore, under our system of

government accept that responsibility and
don't duck it. We stop programs when they
are no longer necessary.

Mr. Walker: That would be a confidence

motion.

Mr. Renwick: It would not be a confidence

motion at all. If the assembly didn't vote the

funds by way of appropriation, then the

moneys would not be available. If the govern-
ment chose to treat it as a matter of con-

fidence, that would be fine. It's a matter of

judgement and responsibility.

Mr. Peterson: Is the member for London
South moving an amendment or what exactly
is he doing?

Mr. Walker: No, Mr. Chairman, I am con-

tent to hear that the program is going to be

ongoing and that in fact the youth of Ontario

can expect that the same program will be

there in 1978 and 1979, unless repealed in

the meantime.

Mr. Renwick: No, they can't.

Mr. MacDonald: The member hasn't

grasped it.

Mr. Peterson: Unless he is electioneering,
he totally misunderstands what the parliamen-

tary assistant said and the whole object of the

bill. It is going to have to be a function of a
new allocation of funds in the future and the

mechanism is there. Are you saying the me-
chanism should be abolished, or are you say-

ing we shouldn't vote funds-

Mr. Chairman* Order, please, would you
direct your question through the Chair to the

parliamentary assistant?

Mr. Eakins: The parliamentary assistant is

advising—

Mr. Peterson: Would you direct my ques-
tions over to the member for London South?

Mr. Chairman: No, I wouldn't.

Mr. Jones: Mr. Chairman, on a point of

order, I wonder if we could get back to the

clause by clause. I db believe that we've

satisfied most inquiries that it isn't an on-

going program. Next year there would be an
assessment in due course and I think I've

given our indication how we feel on the pro-

gram and how it might have improvements
from the benefits of the knowledge as we
come to know about it. I think we're all

pretty well clear on that, if we could move on.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, a brief ques-
tion on section 10. The unemployment rate

for young people who were students in May
was 13% per cent, 38,000 out of 280,000 who
were in the labour market. Has the parliamen-

tary assistant a figure for the number of

young people, students in particular, who
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were unemployed in June and what other

provisions have they forecast for the rest of

the summer?

Mr. Jones: Of course, there are no statistics

available now that the students have come
into the market. We haven't had the benefit

f those. However, we have had actually a

reduction of the unemployment figures rela-

tive to young people as a whole. That in-

cludes the student population, which was cal-

culated! in them previously. February was

probably our peak as we see it. We've had
a reduction in the May figures, but neverthe-

less they remain very high and very serious.

We know that this year's numbers coming
into the work place for full-time—we were

touching on it yesterday—was that figure of

197,700 and a participation factor of some
60 per cent of that.

We do have reduced figures, and we have
some projections that have come from the

federal level of government as well, which
we have been able to work with, that clearly

show, as was recorded in the last three or

four years, that we will have a decline in the

tail end of June, through July, through August,
into and including September. Then we will

see that graph take off again as somehow in

October the summer employment figure seems
to rise again. It was 12.9 in May—and that

would be for youth, of course, not students—
and then all the summer employment pro-

grams come into play.

But perhaps we could provide you, as we
were going to be doing in the next two weeks,
with some of the material that I was saying
we used in the design of this program. We
would have the update material I would think

by then and we could pass that along to you.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, I think it's

worth a comment that in section 11 we are

imposing a limitation period of two years
frcm the event, so that in fact if there is any
fraud under the program or any misrepresen-
tation that could lead to charges of any kind,
the Legislature is establishing a limitation

period of two years. For want of anything
better I accept that, but I think the House
should be aware that that limitation is con-
tained in the bill.

Mr. Jones: I believe that in other bills of
tliis kind1 the statute of limitations would be
something in the order of six months. It was
felt necessary to see it go to the two years
in the audit period to make certain of any
bck of abuses.

Section 10 agreed to.

Sections 11 to 14, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 11, as amended, reported,

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported one bill

with certain amendments and asked for leave

to sit again.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 11, An Act to provide Employment
Opportunities for Youth in Ontario.

RETAIL SALES TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second read-

ing of Bill 12, An Act to amend The Retail

Sales Tax Act.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, Bill 12

proposes amendments to The Retail Sales

Tax Act in order to meet certain objectives
of this government's budgetary policy as

follows:

As we all know, the need to conserve

energy and explore new energy alternatives

is critical. This bill proposes to exempt from
retail sales tax, thermal insulation materiaLs

used in buildings and certain alternative

energy sources such as solar panels designed
to collect energy.

This bill also proposes to increase the

exemption level for retail sales tax purposes
on charges for admission from 75 cents to

$3. It is hoped this will be of considerable

assistance to local social, charitable and
athletic organizations in their efforts to raise

funds for their own support.
Tourism is one of Ontario's largest indus-

tries and must remain competitive with that

of other jurisdictions. Accordingly, this bill

proposes two items:

1. A complete exemption from retail sales

tax for certain disposable items used in hotel,

motel and similar establishment guest rooms

(examples are disposable sewing kits, facial

tissues and bar soap); and
(2. An increase in the exemption on pre-

pared meals from $5 each to $6 each.

In recognition of increased costs, this bill

also proposes an increase in the amount of

compensation paid to vendors for collecting
the retail sales tax. The new rate is four per
cent of tax collected up to $700 in a year.
This is a one-third increase in the rate and a

40 per cent increase in the maximum.
These changes reflect the government's

recognition of changing social priorities in

die case of energy conservation and of the

need to help keep Ontario industry competi-
tive with other jurisdictions.

Mr. Peterson: On a point of order—and
I want your advice on this, Mr. Speaker—it

seems to me when we are dealing with this
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bill it should stand down, particularly behind

the bill to impose on certain pollutants, be-

cause what we're talking about in this par-

ticular case is a tax on a tax and it seems to

me some of the sections here are dependent
on what happens with that particular bill.

It is my understanding that there is a con-

siderable amount of disagreement, particu-

larly from the opposition, on that particular

bill. It seems to me that we would be in a

better position to discuss this bill, having

disposed of that bill, which I believe is num-
bered) 53.

Hon. Mr. Welch: The member for Sarnia

(Mr. Blundy) has already served notice as to

what he is going to do with it. Has the hon.

member seen it?

Mr. Peterson: Yes, we've served notice

that we are going to amend. But, just to

carry on with that, if Bill 53 passes, it may
affect the judgement on this particular bill.

I'm saying that to regularize the order, we
would be better off to discuss this bill be-

hind Bill 53. I'm just trying to be helpful and

constructive here and I think the govern-
ment House leader, if he thinks about it, will

probably agree with me.

Mr. Acting Speaker: May I draw to the

hon. member's attention that the Chair does

noi: make the decision on calling the order

of business and unless the government House
leader wishes to comment further, perhaps
we should proceed.

Mr. Cassidy: On the point of order—and
I guess the government House leader would

say this as well—if no tax is payable under
The Environmental Tax Act as a result of

actions that are taken by this House this

evening or within a couple of days then, as

tho member for Lakeshore (Mr. Lawlor)
would say, this particular amendment at the

beginning of Bill 12 becomes nugatory and
doesn't really count. Therefore, it is quite

appropriate to proceed at this time on this

bill. Obviously the major principle is not

that particular section but the other sections

that the minister referred to.

Mr. Peterson: Just to respond to that, we
are then going to end up with a statute that's

got excess verbiage in it referring to a non-
existent statute-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
government House leader has called the order

of business. I think there has been discussion

on the point of order. I would ask the hon.

member for Sarnia to continue with his

debate.

Mr. Blundy: In my remarks on Bill 12,
Mr. Speaker, I was going to raise the same

point that the hon. member for London

Centre has already raised. However, 1 would
like to make some comments following the
minister's brief comments on the bill.

We are very happy to see that there will

be exemptions for thermal insulation and
other materials to help conserve energy in

this province. This is very important to us

and we are very happy to see that in this

bill.

The matter of the compensation payable
to the vendors who are the collectors of tax,

in my opinion and in the opinion of many
of us in Ontario, is long overdue and will be
welcomed by them. It is a compensation that

is well deserved, in my opinion.
To be quite brief in my response to the

bill, we in the official opposition agree with
all of the items included in this bill for the

amendment of The Retail Sales Tax Act,

except for section l(lXba). As you know, Mr.

Speaker, 1 have already given my notice in

writing to amend this bill, and the amend-
ment would be to delete section l(l)(ba).

[4.45]

We in this official opposition do not agree
with what is proposed in The Environmental
Tax Act, the tax on cans. We are hopeful
that will be withdrawn or defeated. It seems
to me that we ought not to be placing in

this bill a tax on that proposed tax, which
I don't believe will ever come into being.

Secondly, I don't think that it is even
constitutional. I don't believe that we are

able to impose a tax on an existing tax.

However—

Mr. Roy: Good point. You should know
that; it's true.

Mr. Blundy: However, Mr. Speaker—(Til get
used to those interjections shortly.

Hon. Mr. Welch: They are all coming
from your side.

Mr. Blundy: However, Mr. Speaker, I am
now giving notice of amendment to delete

section l(l)(ba). Otherwise, we support the

bill as placed before us. Thank you.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member
for Brantford.

Mr. Makarchuk: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
In rising to discuss this grab-bag collection

of nonentities which is being passed on as a

major policy statement of the government—
actually the bill represents, I think quite ac-

curately, the major tax statement of the

government, but there's really nothing in it

that is going to change anything or improve

anything.
I think there are some specific little sec-

tions that will provide some assistance to

some people. Particularly I welcome the in-

crease in exemption on the entertainment
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tax. I think there are little drama groups
around the province, tractor-pulls, fairs, com-

munity shows and so on, that will probably
find this a useful tax exemption increase and

it would help them.

In terms of the meals, I think that again
this is the minister's thrust, or the govern-
ment's thrust to try perhaps, and I think the

Treasurer said this in his speech, to improve
the tourism trade in Canada. 1 think you'll

find that any meal under $5 or under $6

these days, if you can get it for $2.25 or

$2.50 it's reasonable, and anything that is

a little better is over $6, so in terms of the

total effect on the restaurant industry, I just

can't see it having any advantage whatsoever.

I'm sure the hon. government House leader

knows that it's very difficult to get a decent

meal these days under $6 and most other

members around here have similar experi-
ences.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Great quality meals at

Niagara-on-the-Lake though.

Mr. Swart: You get a special rate, Bob.

Mr. Makarchuk: The minister waxed eu-

phoric over the conservation of energy and
it seems the minister has come to the con-

clusion that energy is critical. I'm sure that's

an amazing revelation to her at this time.

So as a result of this rather amazing revela-

tion, what do they do? They're going to

take the tax off thermal insulation.

We can't argue with that. I think that it's

not a bad move; it's a move in the right
direction. It's something that should have
been done a long time ago, something that's

been advocated and discussed on many other

occasions .

1 think, however, that we should put a

little clause in there to the effect that per-

haps this insulation should be produced in

Canada. I think that's one way of taking
some advantage, or providing some kind of

a tax incentive to our own industry. I think

that's an amendment that should be con-

sidered for that particular section.

Mr. Makarchuk: In terms of heat pumps,
I doubt if there are 100 heat pumps sold in

Canada in a whole year. The people who
have the money to install the heat pumps
can well afford to pay the tax. Heat pumps
are not very cheap. It's a very expensive
installation and generally this is the kind of

a tax that's really to the benefit of the wealthy.
The average individual in Ontario is not

going to be buying a heat pump, he has

problems getting a house. And the apartment
dweller, what kind of a heat pump is he
going to use?

Mr. Roy: Do you have a heat pump?

Mr. Cunningham: On your boat?

Mr. Makarchuk: Once again, just looking

at this particular section, it mentions heat

recovery units. That's interesting because,
in looking at the technology that's available in

terms of heat recovery units, it's really not

the kind of equipment that's readily avail-

able to the average home owner. It's equip-
ment that will have to be specialized, and

certainly most homes do not provide too great
an opportunity for the installation of this

kind of equipment.
Another exotic little gimmick mentioned

here is "solar cells to be used to produce

directly from sunlight electricity to charge
batteries." How many people does the minis-

ter really think are going to take advantage
of this? Is this her answer to the energy

crisis, a little tinkering here and a little

tinkering there? How many people in Toronto
are going to rush out tomorrow or the day
after to buy solar cells to charge up their

storage batteries, which they're going to use

to heat their homes or something of that

nature? It's ludicrous. It's damned impossible
to operate under that kind of a system.

The same thing is true of solar furnaces

and solar panels. Admittedly, there are going
to be some experimental projects and some

people working in this area but, again, these

are the kinds of gimmicks, in terms of energy
conservation, that will be meaningless in

the total energy picture. We won't even

notice the conservation we're going to create

out of that. Really, this is for the ones who
can afford it. Again, it indicates the direction

of this government, that the ones who get

any kind of breaks are the people who can

afford to experiment with these rather exotic

things.

The same applies to windmills and wind-

power generators. Time-controlled thermo-
stats is a more reasonable suggestion; I would

agree that there is a possibility of using that

kind of equipment, which could be installed

in homes.

Wood-burning stoves and wood-burning
furnaces: Again, I'm sure there will be a

mad rush to get wood-burning stoves! I can
see certain advantages in a wood-burning
stove. If you have a hot water system you
could hook it up to a wood-burning stove;
it might take a lot of do-it-yourself tech-

nology to do it but, on the side, you could

probably use it as a still or something like

that. That would probably be beneficial,

although I really can't see it.

There are, shall we say, some firms that are

moving into the stove construction business.

I think that stoves are being sold these days
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for something like $1,000 or more. There's

a firm in Guelph that is building them. For

$1,000 or less, you can install a very efficient

gas or oil furnace in the average home.

Basically, the problem with this sort of

approach to energy is that it doesn't do

anything in terms of conservation of energy.

Secondly, where any kind of tax exemptions
are provided, they generally will apply to

the people who can well afford to pay their

share of taxes as opposed to the rest of us.

The increase in compensation from $500
to $700 for people who collect sales tax is

of course not a bad idea, considering the

mess, the agony and the problems they went
through after the government put it on and
then took it off. Giving them $200 to forget
about the election activities may not be
such a bad little bribe; that may pacify all

those people who used to phone their mem-
bers and ask: "What do we do with the

cigarette tax? Do we collect it now? My
customers are refusing to pay it. I paid it

to the wholesaler but the wholesaler refuses
to return it." All that chaos and nonsense

developed in the election.

Elsewhere, the bill states: "Where any
person, without reasonable excuse, has failed
to remit to the Treasurer moneys as required
under this section, the minister may apply
before a judge of the Supreme Court for an
order directing such person to remit the

moneys which he has failed to remit."
I see that the minister is going to take a

stance, but I question the treatment of these

people so gently if they collect the tax and
refuse to remit it. I'm not sure what the

meaning of the section is. However, my feel-

ing is that if a person collects tax and doesn't
remit it, there's cause to have him charged
with theft through conversion. Why this kind-
ness? I would have liked to have seen in

there something to the effect that perhaps
a Minister of Revenue who refuses to collect

taxes should be jailed as well. That might
not be such a bad idea and it could apply
to some of the situations that have gone on
in this particular House.

All in all, it is a nothing bill which touches
on various things. It naturally has to go into

committee; it has to be examined. There have
to be some amendments to it, perhaps to

provide some direction and some assistance;

particularly in the energy field where I feel

if we are going to give out any money at

least we insist that products for tax exemp-
tion should be made in Ontario.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion? The hon. member for Victoria-

Haliburton.

Mr. Eakins: My colleague has stated our

position. I just want to make a brief com-
ment in relation to the tourism aspect.

I am rather disappointed that more imag-
ination and initiative has not been shown to

support tourism in Ontario. We know that

since 1973 tourism in Ontario has been de-

creasing very sharply. While it has, perhaps,
increased from overseas, visitors from the
United States have been decreasing very
sharply indeed. I feel that we should be doing
more to support tourism in Ontario. We can
do it at times to help the automobile indus-

try, the write-off of machinery. I think we
should be doing more to help tourism in

Ontario.

Certainly while the steps you have taken
are of some help, I think they are very small.

I wish the Minister of Industry and Tourism
(Mr. Bennett) had recommended to the Treas-
urer (Mr. McKeough) for his budget some
support for the removal of accommodation
tax, especially from the months of, say May
until October. Perhaps he did make the

recommendation and the Treasurer did not

accept it. I feel that certainly stronger sup-
port must be given to tourism in Ontario.

Ms. Bryden: This bill was brought in, I

think, to provide a few pre-election goodies
for the taxpayers and residents of Ontario.

When the election was called on April 29, the

Minister of Revenue decided that she should

issue a statement on the implementation of

the 1977 budget. She said, and I quote: "It

is particularly important to clarify the govern-
ment's intentions concerning the tax measures

proposed in the budget." If she had clarified

the government's intentions or the situation,

she should have said that because the govern-
ment had chosen to call what appears to

have been an unnecessary election the entire

legislative process connected with the budget
had been sabotaged and none of the pre-
election goodies were in effect, and the

citizens of Ontario would just have to wait

for those goodies.

However, this is not what the minister said.

She went on to say: "Briefly, we intend to

proceed on the practical basis of implement-
ing all the tax proposals with the exception
of the increase in tobacco tax and the new
environmental tax. These two measures will

be re-introduced with new effective dates

when the Legislature is next convened."

She went on to say: "This approach means
that taxpayers can be reassured that they will

enjoy the benefits of increased exemptions
and tax cuts affecting energy conservation

materials, restaurant meals, entertainment

admissions, succession duties and gifts." She
also went on to mention that the small busi-
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nesses would benefit from the capital tax

changes and succession duties.

[5:00]

But I am talking now about the retail sales

tax changes. I think this illustrates the con-

tempt of the Legislature by the government.
It seems to me very arrogant to assume that

this Legislature would adopt all of the

budget's tax measures or even that there

would be a continuation of the Conservative

government. To have announced to people
that they could claim all the exemptions and

all the tax cuts regardless of whether the law
was passed or not, seems to me to be by-

passing this Legislature. I think that is some-

thing that we should not tolerate.

However, we are now at the stage where
we are faced with retroactive legislation.

I know this is not unprecedented in budget
implementation, but I think it is the first

time that I have known the actual tax

changes to have been announced to be in

effect to the taxpayers before the legislation,
with the retroactive clause in it, was passed.

There is another item that I wanted to

ask about in connection with this bill. The-

original Bill 47, presented with the budget
on April 19, had a clause in it which in-

dicated that the government was going to

repeal a section of The Retail Sales Tax Act
which provides for ministerial exemption
for Canadian performances from the admis-
sions tax. This clause said that if the minister
was satisfied that the performers in a the-
atrical or musical performance in a place of
amusement are "residents of Canada, per-
forming under the management of a person
resident in Canada," and that the perform-
ance will not be presented with the showing
of a motion picture or a carnival or a circus
and so on, that, "the minister may, in his or
her absolute discretion, exempt the pur-
chaser from the payment and the vendor
from the collection of the admissions tax."

I think this was a very desirable clause
to have in The Retail Sales Tax Act. It

encourages Canadian performances and it

encourages producers to hire Canadians when
they are producing any kind of a produc-
tion in Canada of a theatrical or amusement
nature. But the original version the Minis-
ter of Revenue presented was going to de-
lete this clause.

I guess some of the people who were con-
cerned about Canadian art and culture

got to the minister's ear or to the govern-
ment. At any rate, that particular clause
has been dropped from the new version of
the bill and I am very glad to see that it

has been. I just wonder why it was ever

contemplated that it should be abolished in

the first place. Perhaps the minister can en-

lighten us on what was behind the proposal

to remove this discretionary ministerial ex-

emption, which I understand in most cases

was given fairly freely.

I wanted to comment on the point raised

by the member for Sarnia (Mr. Blundy)

about a tax on a tax. I am not a lawyer, so

I don't know whether it is unconstitutional,

but I think it is highly discriminatory to

suggest that there would be a tax on the

can tax, if there were a can tax. There is

no tax on the gasoline tax. There is no tax

on the tobacco tax. Those are specifically

exempted under The Retail Sales Tax Act,

so I don't see why the can tax should be

singled out for this special treatment. It

would add to the cost that the can tax would

add to the cost of bottled drinks.

However, since there is some doubt

whether the can tax will ever see the light

of day, I don't know that we have to worry

about it too much at this stage, although I

think we would probably support the am-

endment to delete that section from the Act.

Those are the three points that I wanted

to raise, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, in listening

to the remarks made by the hon. member
for Brantford (Mr. Makarchuk) this afternoon,

I think the criticisms and objections that

he has applied to this bill simply highlight

the importance of the two aspects of the

bill, the benefits of which he seemed intent

on minimizing, ridiculing the intent and pur-

pose of those sections.

In particular, he spent some time in mini-

mizing the effects that would flow from the

extension of the exemptions for thermal in-

sulation materials. I find it rather interesting,

if not somewhat confusing, to hear those

comments made in the House today by a

member of the third party in view of the

inconsistency which apparently now exists

between that stated position and the position

taken by what I presume to be the official

position of the third party in light of the

views that were expressed in committee last

year before the Ministry of Energy by a

senior member of the third party.

The then member for Windsor-Riverside

(Mr. Burr) spoke so enthusiastically about

many of the energy conservation measures

that his party was committed to. I can re-

call him speaking at length, at great length,

about the advantages to be gained from en-

couraging the public to experiment with the

use of solar panels and to get involved in

the use of wind power, either domestically
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or commercially; to consider the use of heat

pumps as something that had substance and

was not to be considered far out and some-

thing to be scoffed at. Yet we have that

very type of statement and attitude being

expressed by a junior member of that party

in the House today.

So, I find this to be a great inconsistency

which requires some explanation. But bring-

ing that inconsistency to the attention of the

House simply points out the importance

placed by the. Minister of Revenue in grant-

ing this exemption to encourage the public

at large in Ontario to make extra efforts to-

ward energy conservation. Also, those state-

ments contradict the concerns expressed by
our Minister of Energy (Mr. J. A. Taylor) in

trying to encourage the public in Ontario to

take advantage of some of these new tech-

niques in providing energy and contributing

toward energy conservation as it relates to

the traditional sources of energy. So, I am
somewhat perplexed by that inconsistency,

but I felt compelled to point out that incon-

sistency in this debate today. It seems that

one can be inconsistent if it's only for the

purpose of bringing a critical and negative

comment on legislation being presented in

the House.
The other area in which I think there is

some inconsistency—and this, I think, would
be of great interest to the Ontario Tourist

Association and the other tourist associations

throughout the province—was to hear again
comments made by the member for Brantford

as to the insignificance he applied to the pro-

posals being put forward in this legislation.

I think he addressed himself simply to the

variance in the exemption for meals—the tax

on meals from $5 to $6 dollars—without really

addressing himself to the more equally im-

portant clause (d) which deals with the ex-

emption that would be applied to tax relat-

ing to a disposable tangible personal prop-

erty, which will be a very significant saving
to the small and large entrepreneurs in the

tourist industry.
In making his remarks, I don't think he

really considered the enormous ramifications

and benefits that will flow to the tourist in-

dustry, perhaps one of the most hard-pressed
industries in Ontario today, an industry which
like the farming industry, has to concern itself

not only with the natural elements but is also

facing dire economic times and a very difficult

competitive situation as it pertains to our

neighbours to the south and in other provinces
where it seems that their net charges to the

consumer are able to be less because perhaps
their operating costs are not as great as they
have experienced within Ontario in recent

months, and in the past two-year period in

particular.

So I think it has not been the most en-

lightened statement made by the third party
with regard to criticism of this bill. I can't

see them but surely they should have

addressed themselves to more substantive,

positive criticism rather than that picayune

type of negative response-
Mr. Cassidy: It's a lot more than any the

member for Oriole gives the House. The
member has never made an enlightened state-

ment in his life.

Mr. Williams: —that again runs against
and is inconsistent with more profound state-

ments that have come from that side of the

House.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon. mem-
ber for Oriole would return to the principle
of this particular bill.

Mr, Williams: Mr. Speaker, the reason I

highlighted those issues is because I think, as

I pointed out at the outset, that in a round-

about way it simply points out the very im-

portant features of this bill that the members
of the government party, of course, whole-

heartedly endorse—

Mr. Lawlor: I just think you are rubbing
in a little soft soap, Oriole. Soft soap!

Mr. Williams: —and which I think will go
a long way to assist in encouraging the people
of Ontario to participate in energy conserva-

tion and to assist the hard-pressed tourist in-

dustry.

Mr. Roy: I'd just like to make a few com-
ments on some of the matters that have been
raised by some of my colleagues, especially

the member for Sarnia, about section 1(1) of

this bill.

Mr. Speaker, you have been around this

Legislature for some time, I have had just a

few years here myself, and it wouldn't be

the first time that this government has brought
in legislation which was questionable on legal

grounds or on constitutional grounds. I see

the Minister of Revenue, who unfortunately

very often is facing attacks and having to

bear the brunt of criticism and abuse for

something that was thought up by another

ministry, basically the Treasury.
I can remember her predecessor, Mr. Meen,

going through the speculation tax Act. When
the government brought forward what we
currently call the speculation tax Act, we had

brought to the attention of the minister that

it would have been wise to seek a legal

opinion or some arrangement with the federal

government. The tax that was to be imposed
at that time—I think it was at the rate of 50

per cent—on speculative profit, added on to
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the federal tax meant you could possibly pay
up to 110 per cent tax on the sale of a piece
of property.
We asked the minister at that time if he

had made arrangements with the federal gov-
ernment. Apparently he had not and, of

course, the government had to backtrack.

I thought it was sad that we had spent so

much time—I think about a month—debating
that famous bill in the House, trying to bring
forward amendments, with no sort of flex-

ibility at all emanating from the minister to

amend his bill.

I outline this because we are facing a

similar situation here, Mr. Speaker. The con-

stitutionality or the legality, as you will, of

this particular section is very questionable. If

one reviews the BNA Act and the powers
given to the various legislatures or bodies of

government that are entitled to impose taxa-

tion, it is questionable whether this type of

tax, as outlined in section 1(1), is in fact legal.
And I would say to you, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please, I would
just draw to the hon. member's attention that

perhaps this should be covered in the clause

by clause debate in committee, rather than

during debate on second reading which is on
the principle of the bill. Perhaps the hon.

member would return to the principle.

[5:151

Mr. Roy: With greatest respect—and you
know 1 have all the respect in the world for

you, Mr. Speaker, and if 1 did not feel I was
right would not dare challenge your ruling.
But the point is simply that this is an im-

portant aspect of this bill. Surely when we
are discussing a bill as important as this one,
one of the things that we can discuss is the

legality or the constitutionality of certain
sect'ons of the bill. Certainly that is in

keep-
ing with the spirit and the principle of the
bill. Especially, Mr. Speaker, after I've heard
the comments from the member for Oriole,
who spent all his time talking about another
member and not about the bill at all. I would
have thought that my comments were, in fact,

certainly discussing the principle of the bill.

But in any event, Mr. Speaker, I can
assure you I won't be very long. As you
know, my legal arguments are always suc-
cinct and to the point and I don't—

Mr. MacDonald: Tra la, tra la.

Mr. Roy: -intend to belabour it at length,
because as you can see, as I read from sec-
tions 91 and 92 of The BNA Act, it will be
very clear to you, Mr. Speaker, that the

constitutionality of this particular section of
the bill is questionable.

>So I come back and just say very simply
that under the BNA Act certain nowers are

given to the federal Parliament and certain

powers are given to the provinces and section

91 decides the powers that are given to the

federal Parliament.

An hon. member: Is that true?

Mr. Roy: And I must say, Mr. Speaker,
not only will this be enlightening to you but

even to my colleague from London. I think

he will get a lot of merit out of this; he will

finally find out what this Act is all about that

wc have been discussing for so many years,
the BNA Act.

So, if I might just outline to you some of

the things that are permitted under the BNA
Act, subsection 3 of section 91 states that

the federal Parliament has the power of "the

raising of money by any mode or system of

taxation." So the federal Parliament, Mr.

Speaker, has wide-ranging scope for raising

taxes, whereas the province is limited to rais-

ing taxes strictly in a direct fashion.

And as I read section 92, subsection 2, it

states that the province has power for "direct

taxation within the province in order to the

raising of a revenue for provincial purposes."
In other words, it has to be a direct tax.

This is where the probltem comes in in

this particular section: There is a form of

taxation imposed by another Act, The Envi-

ronmental Tax Act, a particular Act which
will be imposing, I think, five cents per can

as a form of taxation. And this bill comes

along, Mr. Speaker, and imposes a further

tax on that tax. And I am saying-
Mr. MacDonald: How direct can you ge*?

Mr. Roy: Yes, well, I don't think the courts

have interpreted that as being all that direct;

it is not direct like buying a loaf of bread

and paying seven cents on the price of that

loaf. Here we have one tax brought in and
another tax over and above the original tax.

I say, Mr. Speaker, that that form of taxa-

tion is questionable.
The point I want to make on the principle

of the bill, and to the minister, is simply this:

Has the minister received legal opinion from

the law officers of the Crown stating that

that form of taxation is within the jurisdic-

tion of the province? It seems to me that

that should be one of the essential things

that the ministry should have done prior to

proceeding with this type of taxation. I

would like to have the comments of the min-

ister as to whether that legal opinion has

been obtained.

And I say that with a certain amount of

reservation because the legal opinions of the

officers of the Crown are not 100 per cent

either. We've seen in the past where they've,
as you know, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme
Court of Canada—
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Mr. Eakins: Hospitals.

Mr. Roy: Well, my colleague mentions the

question of hospitals. The legal opinion of

the law officers of the Crown on that occa-

sion was lost nine-zip as we called it in the

Supreme Court of Canada.

So, even having said that and having cer-

tain question marks about, let's say, the

effectiveness or the—I don't want to criticize

the law officers of the Crown, they are all

well-meaning people. It's just that the At-

torney General (Mr. McMurtry) sometimes,

like all of us humans, has certain failings

and on that occasion, of course, he had some

problems.

So, I bring this to your attention, Mr.

Speaker, and to that of the minister, asking
her to advise the House whether in fact she

has received legal opinion that this type of

taxation was constitutional. And, of course,

Mr. Speaker, we as the official opposition

always strive to bring forward legislation

which is in the best interest of the province.
We are taking our role seriously. It wouldn't

be the first bill, Mr. Speaker, that this party
has had to pick up, put together—

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Speaker, the Liberal

Party never takes its role in legislation seri-

ously.

Mr. Roy: —amend and do things like this.

Interjection.

Mr. Roy: You see that? I woke him up.
I finally woke up the member for Ottawa
Centre. The truth really gets him riled.

Mr. Cassidy: I have never seen the mem-
ber for Ottawa East take constructive interest

in legislation.

Mr. Roy: He figures that because he's sit-

ting there behind a whole stack of books, he

knows what he's talking about. And unfor-

tunately that is not the case.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

member will return to the principle of the

bill.

Mr. Roy: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I was talking
about the great merits of the people in the

official opposition. I wish I wouldn't always
be cut off by members of the third party,
even though that particular member does

have leadership aspirations.

Mr. MacDonald: You cut yourself off more
often than anyone else.

Mr. Roy: So, Mr. Speaker, having made
these comments and having—

Mr. Cassidy: Me? You are not able to

carry through on a train of thought.

Mr. Roy: No not at all.

Mr. MacDonald: You finished a long time

a2o-

Mr. Roy: See, he won't listen either.

You're not running for the leadership again
are you? No; okay, because I'm supporting
the member for Ottawa Centre, I want to

tell you that.

Mr. MacDonald: Back to the principle of

the bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, having made these

comments, I would hope that the minister

would enlighten us—

Mr. MacDonald: You have said that five

times already.

Mr. Roy: —and tell us on what basis she

feels that this type of legislation is constitu-

tional. Thank you Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, I would

just like to make some comments on one sec-

tion of the bill—the extension of the exemp-
tions to deal with energy conservation meas-
ures. I'm sorry—no, he's still there; I was

going to say that the hon. member for Oriole

(Mr. Williams) had left, because it's just pos-
sible that I can rescue him from some of the

calculated obfuscation and confusion on the

issue that he introduced—

Mr. Williams: I stayed, the member for

Brantford (Mr. Makarchuk) left.

Mr. MacDonald: —when he was referring

to the remarks of my colleague from Brant-

ford. We have been trying for years, not just

the former member for Windsor-Riverside

(Mr. Burr), to waken this government to some
realization of energy conservation that might
be realized through solar energy and things
of that nature. We're glad that the govern-
ment has finally caught on.

But the point that was being made by my
colleague from Brantford is that solar cells

and heat pumps are a very small aspect of

what the great range of citizens in the prov-
ince of Ontario are going to be able to en-

gage in. Only those who happen to be in a

very high income bracket and have combined

with that an interest in experimentation are

going to be able to reap the benefits of this

legislation.

However, I'm not going to pursue that

give and take, which is a bit off the principle

of the bill, Mr. Speaker. I want to focus on

the main area where there can be some really

effective contribution to energy conservation,

and that is in the extension of the exemption
for thermal materials, insulation materials.

What is disturbing me is the reply we got

from the minister the other day when we
asked clarification on how Ontario's program
might fit in with the program that had been
enunciated in Ottawa.
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I agree that if we are going to effect any

significant amount of energy conservation tax

incentives are one of the gimmicks, the carrots,

if you will, that will persuade citizens to take

the initiative which they themselves are going
to reap the benefit from in terms of lower

energy bills a year or two or three from now.
The problem is that we have both govern-
ments having belatedly awakened to this situa-

tion and both of them moving in a somewhat
uncoordinated way. When we asked the

Minister of Energy what meshing there was
between the federal program and the provin-

cial, or to what extent the federal program
might be applied in the province of Ontario,
or to what extent there might be a supple-
ment by the initiatives of this government, he

pointed out that three of the four stipulations

that have been spelled out by the federal

government had already been met or could be

met, and on the fourth one there were some
difficulties.

What I would like to see on the part of

this government or on the part of this minis-

ter, is that if we really want to make this

effective, we want to encourage as many
citizens on their own initiative, because of the

tax incentive, to move towards the insula-

tion of their homes, I suggest to you that the

possibility, for example, of a federal program
that is going to start with homes that were
older than 1921 and then gradually move up
through the decades to 1977 is a pretty slow

approach to energy conservation.

Surely the time has come, if the minister

wants this section of her bill to be really
effective in terms of energy conservation, for

this government to take the initiative in seek-

ing to sit down with the people in Ottawa and

perhaps get some amendments to the pro-

posals that they have made so that there can

V; a much wider acceptance of Ottawa's

proposals here in Ontario. Then when we find

out to what extent. we can get a liberalizing
of their program so that it can be more widely
accepted in Ontario, we should consider the

supplementation that is involved here in tax

exemptions and other supplements, so that we
can really get an effective energy conservation

program.
In short, Mr. Speaker, to sum it up, what

I'm say|ng is that the confusion, the lack of

adequate co-ordination of the federal and
provincial programs, is going to create a very
serious inhibition in the use of this tax exemp-
tion and therefore in any really effective, or
as effective as possible, energy conservation.

Energy conservation has now become
motherhood, everybody's in favour of it. But
let's see if we can't get the other actions that

are required to make this particular section

of the Act before the House at the moment
a really effective implement for energy con-

servation.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Ottawa East? Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Centre. He's east, I'm centre

and he's west, Mr. Speaker.
I have two or three comments. First, to

pick up on the comments raised by the mem-
ber for York South (Mr. MacDonald'), and

perhaps in response as well to the member
for Oriole (Mr. Williams), I would point out

that as recently as during the period of the

election campaign and the budget debate, this

party had been very actively advocating

energy saving grants and energy saving loans.

In the budget debate, we recommended that

in addition to anything that was recommended
in the budget in terms of the tax exemptions
which are here in this bill, that there be

direct grants of as much as $500 in southern

Ontario and $750 in the eastern and northern

parts of the province in order to help and

encourage people to provide for better insula-

tion in their homes and also to provide a

major means of job creation in the province.

I, for one, regret the fact that this was not

adopted by the provincial government.

During the course of the election campaign,
Stephen Lewis, on behalf of the New Demo-
cratic Party, recommended that we do three

or four things in the field of energy, specifi-

cally, using the $200 million-odd which On-
tario Hydro was being given permission to

invest in further energy generating projects.

We recommended during the campaign that

$100 million be put into home insulation, that

money be used for the pilot production of

methanol, that money be used for the installa-

tion of solar heating units with a major grant
that would be sufficient to make that particu-
lar new form of heating much more atrractive

tlian is being done with the sales tax remission

which is provided for in this particular bill.

We also recommended that money be used to

generate electricity from wastes, which are

now simply dumped in our countryside.
The point about this, Mr. Speaker, is we've

had promises from the Minister of Energy
during the course of the campaign, and I

knew the Minister of Revenue will be able to

comment about those particular promises in-

sofar as they relate to this particular bill.

We've had promises from the federal Minister

of Energy as well, with a number of condi-

tions for action by the provincial govern-
ment. We have this particular bill and no
other action, however, on the part of the

province of Ontario.

It seems to me it's time more was done. It

seems to me that it's time that Ontario put its



JULY 5, 1977 373

money where its mouth is in terms of much
more vigorous and active encouragement of

conservation than is provided in simply saving

people $25 or $50 on a solar heating system,

a wood stove or other kinds of energy-saving

devices.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to raise three or

four other points but I'll do so fairly briefly.

One is that I have to confess to having rather

a finical view about the reduction of amuse-

ment tax which is provided for in the bill.

The bill provides that amusements below $3

will no longer be subject to the amusement

tax, where previously the limit was 75 cents.

My observation was that in the week or

two after the budget, when my kids went up
to the cinema, that for that brief period of

time the cost of their admission to the cinema

was dropped by 10 cents or so, reflecting the

fact that the movie theatres were no longer

being charged this particular tax. Right after

that though, in fact even before the time

that we actually entered into the election

campaign, the price for admission to cinemas

somehow crept back up to the level that it

was at before. In other words, there was no

permanent benefit of any sort for the con-

sumer insofar as cinema admissions were
concerned. That's a major area where tax

was previously levied and where it became

exempt as a result of these particular amend-
ments announced in the budget.

[5:30]

I asked the minister yesterday if she would
table a compendium of information related

to this particular bill. Her reply was that

she had sent a consolidation of The Sales

Tax Act to the critic, the member for Brant-

ford—and, I presume, the Liberal critic for

revenue matters—and that for the rest, the

compendium was in the budget itself. How-
ever, in the budget all that we have on this

amusement tax is the Treasurer's proposal
for the exemptions from sales tax on admission

to amusements, and his estimate that the tax

saving to consumers will be, "around $10
million in 1977-1978. This measure will

simplify the procedures involved in adminis-

tering the tax. and it will also provide relief

to many thousands of charitable and non-

profit organizations in Ontario and assist the

promotion of public events such as agricul-
tural fairs and exhibits, in museums and art

galleries."

I think the Treasurer's statement was, at

best, misleading. That is one reason I regret
that no information of the type requested
has so far been tabled. I hope the minister

will talk about that during the course of

second reading debate and will produce the

material by the time we go into committee

stage on the various clauses of this bill.

Any organization which knew the ropes

and knew how to make an application to the

minister 10 days or so before their event

took place was eligible for the exemption
from the sales tax if they were carrying on

the event for charitable or non-profit pur-

poses Those powers existed in the Act, and

therefore the exemption that the minister

talks about is not really very valuable to

them. I grant the measure will probably

simplify the procedures involved in adminis-

tering this tax. You will agree, though, Mr.

Speaker, that that's true of any remission

of tax, any lifting of exemptions. If we en-

tirely eliminated the income tax for the prov-
ince of Ontario, I think you would agree
that the procedures for collecting income tax

in Ontario would be greatly simplified.

The estimate of $10 million of tax-saving

to consumers should be defended. I believe

the working papers that allowed that estimate

to be created should be tabled in the House.

It's my contention that $10 million is not

a remission that consumers are benefiting

from but that it is a handout to the amuse-

ment industry, which I'm afraid is largely

foreign-dominated. The cinema proprietors,

Famous Players, other owners of cinema

chains and people like that, these are major
beneficiaries of this particular tax remission.

The speed with which those tickets went
back up in price to the former level was

unprecedented. If the government wanted to

take some constructive measures, it could

well have taken that amount of money—if that

amount of money was available—and poured
it into encouraging the creation of jobs in

Canada by such things as support for an

Ontario film industry and to encourage
various international film producers to locate

more of their film-making in this province
rather than doing it in Tahiti or in Tehran
or in Trenton, New Jersey, rather than in

Toronto. But they didn't take that approach;

they gave out a handout which was ostensibly

for consumers, but which I'm afraid is wind-

ing up in the hands of the companies.
I want to turn to one other point, Mr.

Speaker, the small retailers. They are being

given an increase from $500 to $700 in the

amounts they're being allowed for the collec-

tion of the retail sales tax. It's clear that as

far as the Treasury of the province is con-

cerned, election time is the time when re-

tailers get some attention. It's one of the few

things that's ever done for small business. It's

noteworthy that in 1975, just before the 1975

election, there was also an increase in the

amount paid to retailers for collecting this
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particular tax. I suppose that if a majority

government had been elected we wouldn't

have had this particular change as early as

we do. Many of the retailers I've talked to

were absolutely up to their necks with the

amount of disruption which was created for

them because of the "on again", "off again"
nature of certain taxes that was created be-

cause of the budget and the subsequent
calling of the election by the Conservatives.

This was mainly because they had to relabel

their tobacco stocks three times, due to the

up and down nature of that tax. However,
the $500 or $700 that they receive is in

effect a payment, not just for collecting the

retail sales tax but also for collecting the

tobacco tax, and I suppose also for collecting
the environmental tax on cans if that tax

ever comes to be passed.
I think that more consideration should be

given to the fact that small retailers are

still essentially unpaid tax collectors on behalf

of the government. The $700 they are paid

right now in many cases doesn't come any-
where near remunerating them for the cost

of additional labour that they have to hire

in order to cope with all of the complexities
of tax collection on behalf of the government.

I want to say a word as well about that

particular change, the change in the amuse-
ment tax exemption and the change in the

exemption on meals. I relate this to the official

opposition party and its policy that no tax

increase should exceed eight per cent be-

cause that's the AIB guideline.

They are not so consistent when it comes
to tax decreases or to changes in tax exemp-
tions. When there was a 20 per cent increase

on the exemption in succession duty, the

Liberal Party didn't object. When there is a

proposed 20 per cent remission in the exemp-
tion level on prepared meals, the Liberal

Party doesn't object. When there is a 300 per
cent increase in the exemption level on the

amusement tax, the Liberal Party doesn't

object.

Frankly, I think that's a hypocritical atti-

tude on their part, because when we have
asked them, "Where are you going to get the

money that you are not collecting by limit-

ing certain tax increases to eight per cent?"

they have failed to come up with an answer.

They are quite prepared to say, "We will get
it from cutting out government fat," or that

kind of thing.

When it comes to giving taxes away, on
the other hand, the Liberal Party has no

regard for the fiscal probity of the province.

They are quite prepared to give money away
in tax exemptions and tax reductions without

saying where that money is going to come

from. I would say this is an irresponsible

attitude, because on the one hand they won't

say where they will get the money that they

forgo, and on the other hand they are pre-

pared to go along with every tax cut which
has been proposed by the government.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Will

the hon. member return to the principle of

this bill instead of discussing party philoso-

phy?
Mr. Cassidy: On the specific matter of the

increase in the exemption level for prepared
meals, Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that to

be consistent the Liberal Party should pro-

pose that that exemption level go up by only

eight per cent; that is to $5.40 or perhaps, to

stretch things, to $5.50. I think that is perhaps
a touchstone of their credibility and of their

sincerity in proposing this eight per cent

guideline, because if it is going to work on

things going up, it should also work on

things going down. We have yet to see that

kind of consistency on behalf of the Liberal

Party.

Mr. Grossman: Right on.

Mr. Cassidy: What's that?

Mr. Grossman: We agree with you.

Mr. Cassidy: You agree? Okay. Make a

speech.
The final point I want to raise is that the

sections which relate to amusements seem to

have left out one particular group who I

think have raised some fairly legitimate kinds

of objections and complaints. As I understand

it, the government's remission power previ-

ously extended to sales tax collections which
were remitted or waived for semi-amateur

hockey clubs when their ticket prices hap-

pened to exceed the level at which sales tax

was being required.
These clubs are caught right now because,

as I understand it from talking with several

of them, during the course of the season—

with the new proposals that are here—they
won't have to pay tax, They charge a couple
of dollars, maybe $2.50, for admission to

their games. That is enough money to pay
for the coach and to pay a certain minimum
amount of subsistence to the players in cer-

tain cases and to pay for the cost of buses,

transportation and equipment.
The one time that any of these teams

has a chance of making its budget balance—

and they are not essentially profit-making

operations, apart from the teams that are

owned by the member for Ottawa South—

the one chance that these teams have of

making ends meet is during such events as

the Memorial Cup playoffs and the playoffs

in their particular league. At that time the
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fans are all hotted up. In certain cases they
can charge $3.50, $4 or even $5 for tickets

but suddenly, whammo, they become liable

to tax at the behest of the minister.

As I read these sections of the particular

bill there is a general exemption power re-

lated to special circumstances exempting

purchasers from having to pay a tax but no

general exemption power on a vendor from

having to collect a tax. That is not corrected

through the amendments which are before

us today. I hope the minister would talk

about that, and could indicate that some-

thing was done for that particular group,

given the fact that the ballet, musical

events, plays, theatre and other live enter-

tainment are eligible for exemptions, whether

essentially for a non-profit purpose, but

sporting events do not appear to be in-

cluded unless they are included as live en-

tertainment.

I don't subscribe to the idea—although I

know the professional leagues do—that these

things are entertainment. I see them as

recreation, and I think there should be some
changes in the bill in order to take account
of that particular point.

Mr. Speaker, we have already indicated

that we will support the bill. We regret in

particular the fact that more is not being
done by the government, and being done
with a real sense of urgency, with regard
to the need to take vigorous leadership in

the area of promoting energy saving and

energy conservation.

Mr. Peterson: I must say that listening to

this whole process, through all these bills

that we've been passing, has been very en-

lightening as to NDP economic philosophy.
It seems to be the most coagulated mess that

I have ever run into in my entire life, Mr.

Speaker.
I just want to say this, which is commen-

surate with our particular view, that the

government is taking more than its fair

share of take-out from the economy. I want
to direct my remarks specifically to one in-

iquitous section that we do not like.

My colleague from Sarnia has already
served notice that we are going to move the

deletion of this section. But in effect what
happens here is that we are imposing a new
tax—the so-called environmental tax, and
what that tax has to do with the environment,
I will never understand—nevertheless, on top
of this five cent tax on every seven-cent

item, and a can costs roughly seven cents,
there would be five cents on top of that.

What disturbs me in this particular case is

that another seven per cent is going to go

on top of that. What in effect we have here
is a surtax. We have a tax upon a tax on a

very low-cost item. We are going to project

it, with a compilation of taxes, into a very
high-cost item. I will have a great deal more
to say on this whole matter later, particularly
on the environmental tax, but I just want
to speak now on how the retail sales tax

relates to that.

What disturbs me is this tax on a tax. It is

sneaking through in an iniquitous and cir-

cuitous sort of way another $2 million or

$3 million worth of retail sales tax revenue
on top of the already projected some $25
million worth of revenue. On top of that,

what with adding all of these taxes together,
it is making the retail margin of roughly
20 to 25 per cent, depending on the retailer,

that much higher a base to work from; and
it is probably going to cost industry another

$6 million to $7 million when all of them are

added together.

It is our view that the environmental tax,

so-called, is bad, and we will be voting

against that. But in addition to that, it is

particularly iniquitous to put the retail sales

tax on top of this environmental tax. We
think it is a bad precedent. We think it is a

bad way to go about running the finances of

this province. That is why we stand very
firm against that. I just wanted to be on

record, lest anyone be deceived, that the

government's intention is to have a tax on
a tax, and to sneak through another $2-mil-

lion worth of revenue because of another tax

that they are proposing at roughly the same
time.

I would like to say one more time that

I think the government House leader mis-

called the order on these bills. We should
have discussed the environmental tax before

we discussed this, because it has such a

deep bearing on it. Depending on what

happens here and what happens with our
friends down there and who supports our

particular amendment, we will have to come
back and clean it up. We recognize also

that section 9(5), according to our advice
from the legislative counsel, does not have to

be amended or deleted. But we do recognize
that that section speaks to subsection 1 of

section 1. I guess it just dies on the piece
of paper. We'll take advice from legislative
counsel on that, but it does relate to the
section that we are going to move to be
deleted.

[5:45]

Mr. Acting Speaker: Is there any further

discussion on second reading? The hon. min-
ister.
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Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the members for their comments
and for their contributions in second reading
on this bill. There is a great variety of

viewpoints I find and a great many epithets
to describe the various contents of the bill.

I was pleased to learn from the member
for Sarnia that the opposition party intends

to support the bill but will bring in an amend-
ment. We can come to that later when the
bill is in committee.
The member for Prantford referred to the

bill as a grab-bag. I thought his remarks were
rather surprising. His ridicule in his re-

marks on energy conservation was unbecom-
ing considering the policy of his own party
and the remarks of other members of his

party which followed him.

I got the impression that if something was
not within the experience of the member
for Brantford then it couldn't be any good.
He ridiculed woodburning stoves and I

doubt if he realizes just how many people
there are in this province who have wood-
burning stoves or want to acquire them. He
had a lot of hard things to say about solar

energy, a heating mode of the future. He
had other remarks of that nature to make
which I thought were rather unbecoming,
all things considered.

He made some remarks about the changes
in exemption for meals. He apparently did
not realize that this exemption increase was
in part a response to the restaurant industry.
They consider that this would be a most
important increase to them and would be of
great assistance to them in maintaining their

competitiveness. I think it most certainly
should cover, too, not only people who are

travelling but the many people who have
to have meals when they're on the road,
such as truckers and so on, and who re-
quire good meals that are inexpensive.
The member for Beaches-Woodbine wanted

to describe some parts of the bill as con-
taining pre-election goodies. She forgets that
most of the pieces that were contained in
the bill were already contained in the budget.
The budget, of course, is a most important
statement of how this government is going to
exercise and complete its policy as set out
in the Speech from the Throne.

These are not pre-election goodies and
never were-not by any stretch of the imagina-
tion.

Mr. Cassidy: That was before the election,
wasn't it?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Briefly, the reason
for the remarks in my tax bulletin which was
issued to the retailers was that we wanted

to reassure them that we intended to pro-
ceed on the practical basis of implementing
our proposals as contained in the budget.
There was no contempt expressed at all; I

deny that categorically. But there was most
certainly an appreciation for the feelings of

people, the desire to remove confusion and
uncertainty.

My reason for issuing that bulletin was to

provide a reassurance of our intent. The
retroactivity was applied to the introduction
of the budget and was to be maintained and
still is being maintained.

As to the Canadian content involved with
our exemptions on amusement, that has not
changed and never has changed. I think the
member for Beaches-Woodbine is reading
something in that does not belong in this
kind of debate. It is a fact that we decided
to make some certain changes in the bill. It

seemed to me that these provided some con-
fusion and so we have simply reverted to the

original procedures, that's all. The Canadian
content has never been changed and has
applied continuously.

Ms. Bryden: It was proposed to be changed.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The member for Ot-
tawa East and others have expressed concern
with what they consider to be a tax on tax.

This is commonly referred to as tax pyramid-
ing, and it is prevalent in all tax systems. It

is a very common approach. It is an entirely
legal procedure, I assure you. It is prevalent
in all tax systems in Ontario.

The retail sales tax applies on final prices
which include costs of all stages of produc-
tion, and, also, are included in such costs as
the many taxes levied by the federal, pro-
vincial and municipal governments, as for

instance would be the federal and provincial
corporations taxes, federal excise and manu-
facturer's tax, federal property tax, gas and
diesel taxes.

As to the constitutionality of this provision,
the constitutional limits to provincial taxing
power is in terms of raising only direct taxes.

I am sure the members must know that. That
is, when I say direct taxes I mean those taxes

which are levied directly on, say income, like

corporation or personal income tax, or trans-

actions as at final or retail levels. So pro-
vincially there is no limit to piling a tax on
tax. Only the federal government may tax

both indirectly and directly, we do not have
that right.

As to legal opinion; yes, we did obtain legal

opinion from the Attorney General s depart-
ment, and this procedure and the way we
have prepared this bill is entirely in order.

Interjection.
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Mr. Acting Speaker: Order. Perhaps the

Hon. minister would continue.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Members can't speak
more than once on second reading.

Mr. Stokes: Interjections are out of order.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The member for Ot-

tawa Centre stressed NDP policies which we
have heard in recent weeks concerning energy
conservation and outlined them in some small

detail. I would point out to him that the

exemptions we provide are very real and

positive steps in our desire to encourage
energy conservation measures. I think they
are steps that are important and most

definitely do assist people to achieve their

ends and to undertake the expenditures that

are required. This applies, of course, to new
homes as well as the older homes.

Mr. Cassidy: It is a start, we grant you
that. But what else are you doing?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Certainly, and I think

he should allow that. Re the matter of a

compendium which he raises: I believe he

knows, as do others here, that there was an

agreement between House leaders that the

budget would be the compendium; that is

'^e compendium and it is very fully prepared.
Re compensation to retailers: the member

raised this whole matter, he was concerned
about compensation on inventory for tobacco

tax. The tobacco tax has a separate set of

commissions, that is separate from retail sales

tax. The wholesalers get four per cent of

remittances, the same as for retail sales tax,

and the wholesalers also get five per cent of

the inventory tax. This time the tobacco re-

tailers, while they don't ordinarily get such

commissions on inventories, did most certainly

get five per cent on their inventory tax col-

lections. So his remarks and his concerns in

this particular instance, while maybe fairly

raised, are not correct.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The motion is for

second reading of Bill 12. Shall the motion

carry?

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

LAND TRANSFER TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second reading
of Bill 13, An Act to amend The Land Trans-

fer Tax Act, 1974.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: As you are aware,
Mr. Speaker, since 1974 this government has

imposed a special tax on land acquisitions by
non-residents in Canada. The purpose of this

tax has been and continues to be twofold!:

first, to ensure the preservation of the rightful

heritage of all citizens of Ontario in terms of

land ownership; and, second, to discourage

foreign speculation in Ontario real estate.

This tax policy has been successful. How-
ever, in line with changing economic circum-

stances, the bill proposes to amend. The Land
Transfer Tax Act by providing additional

focus for the policy.

First, the bill continues to provide restric-

tions on the acquisition by non-residents of

Canada of recreational and agricultural land

—land that is not unrestricted. Such acquisi-
tions will continue to be subject to the special

20 per cent rate of tax.

Secondly, the amendments will clearly indi-

cate that non-resident investment in com-

mercial, industrial or residential property, par-

ticularly apartments, continues to be welcome
in Ontario. Acquisition of these types of prop-
erties will be exempt from the special rate of

tax automatically. They will, of course, be

subject to the regular rate of tax.

These changes will ensure the preservation
of the heritage of all people in terms of land

ownership while at the same time encouraging
needed investment in Ontario which will pro-
duce both jobs and housing.

Mr. Blundy: The Liberal Party on many
occasions in the past, before I was here as

one of its members, has been talking about
the need for changes in this Act so that land

would be more readily available for develop-
ment, particularly for apartment dwellings
nd so forth.

Mr. Peterson: Takes them a while to see the

light.

Mr. Blundy: I am very pleased! to see that

the government has finally decided that this

was indeed a very worthwhile thing to do for

the people of Ontario and has included this

amendment to The Land Transfer Tax Act.

Non-residents Who acquire lands for recrea-

tional purposes and so forth will continue to

pay the tax at the higher rate, which of

course is in keeping with what we have been

advocating for some time. We want our farm
and recreational lands, particularly our lands

around our lakes and rivers, to be principally
or—and, hopefully, held for—the people of

Ontario for their use, and not for those people
rrom out of the country.
We certainly support the changes in the

numbers in the bill. The lessening of the per-

centages and so forth is, I think, very worth-

while. As far as we are concerned, we support
the changes that are laid out in this bill.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

Mr. Nixon: Would you care to introduce

ouv guests, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: I'd love to, but I can't.

Mr. Nixon: You've got unanimous consent.

LAND TRANSFER TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

(concluded)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on

the motion for second reading of Bill 13, An
Act to amend The Land Transfer Tax Act.

Mr. Speaker: Do any other hon. members
wish to speak to this bill?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Nixon: Oh, it is going to be one of

those evenings.

Mr. Cassidy: I beg your pardon, did) the

member for Sarnia have some more com-
ments to make?

Mr. Blundy: No, I didn't.

Mr. Nixon: Ah, the people in the gallery
are in for a big treat.

Mr. Cassidy: May I say to the member
for Sarnia, through you, Mr. Speaker, that

it is a pleasure to see a Liberal critic taking
his duties seriously in this House and coming
forward with positions on each of the bills

for which he is responsible. I wish that his

performance was emulated by some of his

rather more dilettanteish colleagues within

the Liberal caucus.

Mr. Nixon: We are here to listen to you.
What heavier duty could we assume?

Mr. B. Newman: Talk about gluttons for

punishment.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Brant and
surrounds has been listening to me for years,

Mr. Speaker. I think he's getting a bit jaun-
diced because it's summertime.

IThe bill we have in front of us, An Act
to amend The Land Transfer Tax Act, rep-
resents a lurching away by the Treasurer, the

member for Chatham-Kent (Mr. McKeough),
from the pink Toryism of the Hon. John
White, who was the member for London
South. The 20 per cent transfer tax on non-

resident purchases of apartment buildings,

speculative land banks and so on, is re-

Tuesday, July 5, 1977

scinded in this bill and the only place where

special treatment will continue to apply is

on non-resident purchases of recreation land
and of farmland1

.

I have to say that for all of the inadequa-
cies of this particular bill we felt that the

principle when it was proposed three years

ago was a correct one. We were very upset
over the loopholes that were built into the

bill at that time. We remain upset at the

loopholes that exist in the bill; they are so

large the bill is largely ineffective. We feel,

however, that now is not the time and this

is not the way to take action on this par-
ticular tax.

Effectively what we have now is a bill

which was designed to protect a re-emerg-
ence of the speculative fever which hit our
cities in the last five years being weakened
to become a bill which only protects recre-

ation land and certain forms of farmland and

nothing more.

When this bill originally came forward

three years ago there was a lengthy debate.

At that time we did say that we were dis-

turbed by the loopholes which existed and

which might allow, we suggested, a foreign1

investor to acquire control in an indirect way
of a Canadian company and, therefore, to

evade the tax. I suggest that people in the

real estate industry could offer many ex-

amples of cases where sham deals have been

put forward in order to permit non-resident

investment in residential real estate, or other

kinds of real estate, in our cities, in con-

travention of the spirit of this particular bill.

The way to handle that though, Mr.

Speaker, was to block up those loopholes—
and there are means, affidavits and that kind

of thing, to block up those loopholes—rather

than simply open them wide as the govern-
ment is now doing. I think there is a fallacy

involved with this particular piece of legis-

lation.

Mr. Roy: The biggest fallacy is you,

Cassidy.

Mr. Cassidy: The fallacy is that somehow
the importation of funds from abroad—
whether from Hong Kong, or from Pittsburgh,

or from Dusseldorf, or wherever—is somehow
a cure, or an answer, or a response to prob-
lems that we may have in the supply of hous-

ing here in Canada.
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If the minister was more able, she would
come forward with the following defence of

this particular piece of legislation. She would
talk about the procedure by which developers
build a building and look around for a

buyer. She would suggest that there is a

lack of entrepreneurship on the part of Cana-
dian capitalists and therefore we require

capitalists from other jurisdictions to come
into the Ontario market in order to buy up
real estate and, therefore, free up the de-

velopers to build more buildings.

Surely, Mr. Speaker, that raises some very
important questions about the nature of

those questing, venturing capitalists, those
free enterprisers whom the Conservative

Party is so proud to protect. Why is it that

they're not prepared, apparently, to take ad-

vantage of opportunities being made for them
and why aren't they getting into this par-
ticular land market? Why is it that this

government is so bankrupt in its housing
policies and its development policies that it

seems to be able to rely only on foreign capi-
tal coming in, in order to bail us out for

things which the Ontario corporate sector is

not pr^pired, apparently, to do? I just think
the whole thing is a bunch of nonsense; I

think it's all a bunch of nonsense.

Mr. Pope: There's no need for self-

criticism.

Mr. Turner: That makes it a good bill

then. We were just thinking that.

Mr. Cassidy: What we worry about in

this party is the fact that over the years of
the early 1970s there was a steady and per-
sistent process by which the heart of our
cities was being bought up by foreign inter-

ests, just as inexorably as Canadian industry
has been bought up or taken over by foreign
interests from other countries. It was getting
to the point where you couldn't work for a
Canadian entrepreneur, you couldn't buy
Canadian products, and you couldn't even
live in a dwelling which had been erected
or which was owned by your fellow Can-
adians. I, for one, tend to think that it would
be nice if we could keep our class wars, if

we could keep the conflict between the in-

terests of owners and tenants, sellers and

buyers, entrepreneurs and workers, and that
kind of thing here, in a domestic situation

rather than constantly being subjected to

pressures which come from abroad.

Mr. Roy: Yes, but you are always inflaming
the situation. You have called every landlord
a villain.

Mr. Cassidy: No I haven't, as a matter of

fact.

Mr. Roy: Yes you have.

Mr. Cassidy: But I'll call one landlord a
villain. I'll talk about Metropolitan Trust,
which is a German-controlled company and
which has been guilty, I would suggest, of

really scandalous practices in terms of kicking
families out of various dwellings that it's had
here in the Toronto area. As far as their

operations are concerned they're perfectly all

right; it's just that they don't happen to like

people with kids. If they operated out of

their own country they would have to work
under a regime where they would be obliged
to accept a tenant who happened to have

children, but here in this country they come
in and they ignore human decency. It's easy
to do that when you're 3,000 miles away.

Mr. Wildman: Subversion, we call it.

Mr. Cassidy: And they also ignore the
rules that apply in their own country. They
come in with an interest solely to make a

profit and with absolutely no commitment to

the future of our kind of living style here in

this province.

Part of the aim of The Land Transfer Tax
Act was to discourage the kind of continued
incursion of foreign capital into the residen-

tial sector of our cities, where there was an
enormous outburst of speculative fever that

occurred in the early part of the 1970s. I

think it's significant that two things haven't

happened that the government might have

expected to happen from this tax and a re-

lated bill, the Land Speculation Tax, which
is also being watered down in the amend-
ments we have as a consequence of this year's

budget.

The first is that the revenues accruing to

the government have not jumped up as a

consequence of this particular 20 per cent

tax. In fact, the figures indicate quite the

contrary. They indicate that the big increase

in property values in 1972 and 1973 brought
an increase in the land transfer tax revenue,
as a result of this three-fifths of one per cent

tax, but that there was virtually no effect as

a result of this tax on non-resident purchases.

Here are the figures: In 1972-73, the reve-

nues from The Land Transfer Tax Act were

$29 million. In 1973-74, that is up to virtually

the day that this tax was introduced, those

revenues jumped by 50 per cent to $46
million. In the year that this 20 per cent

tax was introduced, however, the revenues

from The Land Transfer Tax Act increased

by all of $2 million, or about five per cent,

from $46 million to $48 million; and they
have risen very gently since then to $51
million in the fiscal 1975-76 year and to an
estimated $52 million in 1976-77.
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It's interesting that in 1977-78, after the

withdrawal of this particular tax, the gov-
ernment now estimates that the land transfer

tax revenues will jump by $8 million, or

about 16 per cent, to a total of $60 million.

In other words, the jump will be bigger in

the year the tax was withdrawn than it was
during the three years in which the tax was

actually in force.

Does that mean that there was no pur-
chase of real estate here by foreigners? I

suggest to you that was part of the effect,

and that, in itself, was probably a good
thing as far as the life of our cities is con-

cerned—that a number of foreign investors

were discouraged from putting funds in and

hotting up a situation which was already
difficult. I would suggest that for others-
there was lots of advice available from

lawyers, accountants, real estate brokers and
other people who had an interest in paving
the way for foreign men to come into real

estate in this country—there was lots of ad-

vice available as to how they could bring that

money into real estate here in Ontario and
avoid the tax.

Of course, one of the ways that was done
was by means of the exemption system
which was built into the tax by the gov-
ernment. That was a very wide open situ-

ation. Without going into all of the details

of the legislation—I won't even quote the

actual section but I believe it's section 16—
any foreign investor who indicated that the

company intended to develop land for in-

dustrial, commercial or for residential pur-

poses in Ontario could get an exemption
from the tax, provided they met certain

conditions laid down by the Minister of

Revenue. I think that during the course of

this debate—this is the first chance we've
had to review this bill in three years—the
Minister of Revenue should give some in-

dication of what kind of conditions were

actually set down, particularly in residen-

tial development since that's the area which
I think is probably of the greatest interest

and concern.

But anybody who said they would de-

velop property could get an exemption from
the 20 per cent tax, provided that they car-

ried out those conditions. They didn't have
to pay the money and then wait to get it

back when the conditions were fulfilled.

They could get a deferral of the tax lia-

bility and the liability was extinguished at

the time the condition was fulfilled. Because
of the way these things work and the C02y
kind of environment which the Tories run
in this province, there has been no means
of asking the government, and certainly no

willing volunteering of information from the

government, as to what conditions were set

down and how those conditions were, in fact,
fulfilled. I suspect, though, that the con-
ditions were relatively light.

This bill might be more acceptable—and
we're going to oppose it, as I think is clear
from what I've been saying right now—if

the acquisition by foreign interests of specu-
lative land holdings were to continue to be
subjected to the 20 per cent tax. However,
that is not the case. As I read the bill, the

existing exemptions on industrial and com-
mercial land continue. The exemption on
residential land which is to be developed is

being broadened into an exemption on any
kind of land which is zoned residential; in-

cluding, I presume, speculative land hold-

ings in residential holding zones which are
no longer Crown land but have not yet
been moved forward for development by the
local municipality. The only lands to which
the transfer tax will continue to apply is

recreational land and farm land which is

currently under production.

[8:15]

I don't think that's enough protection. I

believe and my party believes, that if you
just simply cut the land transfer tax down
to those two items of recreational land and
farm land, then you have left a very broad

loophole, and that loophole will be exploited.
It may not happen this year. It may happen
next year or the year after that or the year
after that; but we will find that if we let

this essential piece of protection down, and
if Canada and Ontario investment becomes
fashionable again the way it was three or

four years ago, we will suddenly see an
enormous incursion of foreign money into

residential investment in this province, which
will have the effect of driving up the price
of residential building land. It will have the

effect of driving up the price of apartments.
It will ultimately have an effect for which
Canadian residents—our people here, our

constituents, including the constituents of

the member for St. David (Mrs. Scrivener)—
will have to pay in the form of much higher

rents, in the form of much higher prices

for houses and in the form of much higher

mortgage payments which they will have to

pay for 30 or 40 years.

I, for one, have been very upset at the

number of policies we have coming from the

government which are designed to kind of

close the stable door after the horse has fled.

If I can change that analogy around, what's

happened is that the speculative investors

were allowed to come in and take an enor-
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mous profit at the expense of purchasers and
tenants of residential land; measures were
taken three years ago which the government
said would have the effect of containing that

particular situation; there was a brief period
of containment, but it is significant that there

has been no rolling back whatsoever, either

in the higher rents or in the high prices of

residential property which took effect as a

result of the speculation that occurred in

this province, in our major cities, in the early
1970s.

What we have had instead is both the

federal and the provincial government com-

ing in to rescue, not the ordinary working
Joe earning $9,000 or $10,000 a year, but

middle-class, middle-income people, by giv-

ing them very substantial housing subsidies

in order to buy property which they could
and should have been able to afford without

government assistance if this government
hadn't been asleep at the switch when the

speculators were having a field day.
,Now the government is making the same

mistake all over again. It is reopening the
door to speculators to rip off the public
once again, and that means to rip off the

taxpayers of this province who one way or
another are liable to have to pay the bill.

Mr. Warner: Withdraw the bill or resign.

Mr. Cassidy: They are going to pay the

bill because of a loss of potential revenues.

An hon, member: Shame on Margaret.

Mr. Cassidy: They are going to have to

pay the price because of increasing expendi-
tures through the provincial Ministry of Hous-
ing and through the federal ministry respons-
ible for housing and through the federal

CMHC, all to repair situations which were
permitted by free enterprise governments,
and which should not have been permitted
had there been an adequate control of land

prices and land development by government
over the previous few years.

II don't want to go into this in great detail.

Mr. Havrot: Thank God.

Mr. Cassidy: I think it is well known that

the NDP believes, has believed and will con-

tinue to believe, that it's possible to have a

much more sensible process of development
of land in order to ensure that it is developed
in the interests of people on moderate in-

comes, the ordinary people of this province.
We are not getting those lands of policies
from the government at this time. We are

getting certain policies which have allowed
certain kinds of housing to come into the
hands of certain people, provided that they
can be sure that their incomes are rising very
rapidly over the four or five years that the

subsidies will be applied to them. Beyond
that period of time, they face very high costs

for their housing and no assurance they will

be bailed out by a continuation of those very

expensive subsidies.

We have a government that on one side

deplores public housing subsidies, but on

the other side is prepared to give equal
amounts of money to people for home pur-
chase provided that those subsidies don't go
on indefinitely. It's a crazy set of policies

they are pursuing. What the Minister of

Revenue, at the behest of the member for

Chatham-Kent, is carrying out in this par-
ticular piece of legislation, Mr. Speaker, is

simply to further confound a rather chaotic

and nonsensical set of policies which I fear

are going to get us into greater and greater
difficulties if they are allowed to continue.

In opposing this bill, I want to say that

the one area of the legislation we welcome
is that recreational land and farm land will

continue to be protected. I want to say, as

well, that on a technical basis, I think the

minister's officials should look very seriously

at the definition of residential land in section

1 of this particular bill. I believe that it is

inconsistent with the 1974 legislation and

will create enormous difficulties of inter-

pretation which will allow high-priced tax

lawyers, acting on behalf of people trying

to further avoid this particular legislation,

to have a field day in the courts.

As for the rest of it, we think that the

minister is wrong—she is always wrong, we
know that. We think that the Treasurer is

wrong, that the government is wrong-

Mr. Havrot: Everybody is out of step

but you.

Mr. Cassidy: —and we will oppose this bill.

We wish the government would come for-

ward with effective policies to ensure that

our cities can grow, develop, be liveable

places; and places that we own ourselves

rather than places owned by foreigners.

Mr. Roy: It's not going to be difficult for

me to say a few words that will make more
sense than what I've just heard to my left.

Mr. Cassidy: They are supporting you
for leader.

Mr. Roy: And before my friends across

the way get all excited, I am not about to

defend them, either.

Mr. Havrot: Resign.

Mr. Cassidy: That's Warner's line, isn't is?

Mr. Havrot: You be careful or I'll walk
across the floor.

Mr. Cassidy: We would leave.
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Mr. Speaker: Now can we get on with the

bill?

Mr. Roy: In listening to the comments of

the previous member about the importance
of getting this country moving, to create

economic activity, to create jobs, it seems
somewhat inconsistent to me that they would
continue to put a burden on certain property
in a bill—a bill we shall support—which en-

couraged the development of what we con-
sider to be commercial property; and of

course at the same time we felt it important
that there be protection for farm and recrea-
tional land. The protection remains there, but
on the economic side it seemed to us that
because of this tax, coupled with the interest

rate, the land speculation tax and the undue
restriction on that particular tax, economic
activity was stymied in this province.
Over a period of a few years, we have

seen that when the economy doesn't move,
of course, it affects jobs. When you are try-
ing to keep a proper perspective, a proper
balance in what you are attempting to do,
to create employment, to create economic
activity, profit then is not a bad word. We
in this party believe in profit, we believe in

private enterprise, so that the basic prin-
ciple as outlined in this particular bill is

not something that is foreign to us, it is

something that we can encourage.
You know you can't have it both ways.

You can't say that you are concerned about

unemployment, that you are concerned about

young people not having jobs, and at the
same time have a series of tax measures which
to all intents and purposes discourage or are
too much of a detriment to people who are

prepared to get involved in economic activity
in the commercial field.

Mr. Laughren: It resembles the federal

programs, it's like the federal programs.

Mr. Roy: You really can't have it both
ways.

Mr. Laughren: The federal program, eh,
Albert? We know, Albert.

Mr. Roy: If something has been brought
out in this election, it is the inconsistency in

NDP policy, it has really been brought out.
I have said this before on the political plat-
form and I am not afraid of saying it again,
the same people who are yelling about cor-

porate bums-

Mr. Cassidy: The hon. member is con-

sistently wrong, that's what he is.

Mr. Roy: Those fellows over here this year
were running after them for money to finance
its election campaign.

Mr. Havrot: The welfare bums are on that

side.

Mr. Roy: So if anything else had happened
in this election, with the back-off from their

policy-

Mr. Laughren: Order, order.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member with a

point of order.

Mr. Lawlor: A point of personal privilege.

Mr. Cassidy: I claim some expertise about
the rules of relevance and debate in this par-
ticular House, and I would suggest to you,
Mr. Speaker, that the hon. member is out of
order and should return to the principle of
the bill.

Mr. Speaker: I would also suggest that he
is straying somewhat; and would he please
address his remarks to this Chair.

Mr. Roy: I can say this of the member
for Ottawa Centre, Mr. Speaker, the minute
we start getting to him, then I am out of
order.

Mr. Cerma: You are always out of order.

Mr. Breaugh: Albert, comb your hair.

Mr. Laughren: Button your jacket, Albert

Mr. Roy: The point we are trying to

make is, very simply, that you can't have it

both ways. You can't say well, we want to

keep these taxes on, we think that we should

keep the speculation tax on, that we should
stifle economic activity, and then be out

there yelling about the unemployment prob-
lem.

Mr. Laughren: Like the federal Liberals,
Albert.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: I think it's unbiased. I feel, Mr.

Speaker, that the NDP or the previous

speaker have been talking out of both sides

of their mouths.

Mr. Havrot: That's Alice in Wonderland.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: And so we in this party, Mr.

Speaker, have never been afraid to face con-

sistent policies.

Mr. Germa: You support the flip-flop.

Mr. Laughren: Sit down while you are

only losing.

Mr. Roy: That's why we're prepared to say,

"Yes, we're prepared to remove some of the

burdens to encourage economic activity,"
because if we encourage economic activity,
of course, we shall create more employment.
And I'm sure the members to my left—I like
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having these fellows there to my left, that's

where they should be—
Mr. Laughren: Far to your left.

Mr. Young: You still believe in Santa Claus,
Albert.

Mr. Roy: It seems to me that these are

some of the measures that have to be taken
if we're to stimulate the economy of this

province. So we have no qualms about sup-

porting this legislation. We feel that it's con-

sistent.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: I think you belong to the

national capitalist elite.

Mr. Roy: At the time the legislation was
brought forward we were critical of the

government, because we felt that if anything
is difficult in the economic situation in this

province, it's inconsistent policies on the part
of the government. We felt that possibly its

reaction back in the years 1973-74 was in

fact an over-reaction—and possibly the minis-
ter is prepared to admit that. There was a

problem at that time, but because of the

poor economic prophecies of the Treasurers
the government was in fact curtailing-

Mr. Laughren: Albert, run federally.

Mr. Roy: It was curtailing economic ac-

tivity with a weapon which at that time was
much, much too strong.

Mr. Stokes: As I recall, you voted for it.

Mr. Roy: As I recall it it was this party,
Mr. Speaker, which made the legislation
workable at all. It was this party.

Interjections.

Mr. Stokes: Now you are admitting you
were wrong.

Mr. Roy: No, we're not admitting that, Mr.

Speaker. You see, the strength of this party
is that this party feels that it has responses
for the situation that exists at that time. We're
not hung up on so-called principles, like the

people to my left-

Mr. Stokes: You don't have any—you don't
have any.

Mr. Roy: Principles which you no longer
have.

Mr. Lawlor: He is not hung up on prin-
ciples so he wouldn't be bothered.

Mr. Roy: You're not even going to nation-
alize anything, you people.

Mr. Speaker: Order. I wonder if you
could speak to the principle of the bill,

please. Thank you.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I think the point
must be made that at the time that this

legislation and the speculation tax Act was
brought forward it was this party that made
it workable.

Mr. Lawlor: Totally consistent.

Mr. Roy: And we expressed at that time a
certain amount of concern. Yes, we supported
the legislation because we felt that there

was a problem at that time. But it seems to

us that the government-
Mr. Cerma: All free enterprisers.

Mr. Roy: —the government's role in

stimulating economic activity is something
that's got to alter occasionally and the re-

sponse must have some reflection to the

problem that exists at that time. So we say,
Mr. Speaker, that to stimulate economic
activity at this time this type of legislation to

us makes sense. I would hope that all mem-
bers, even members who are hung up on so-

called principles-

Mr. Breaugh: That has never been your
problem, Albert.

Mr. Cunningham: Even the socialists.

Mr. Roy: Even the socialists, would under-
stand economic policy. You know—understand
that they're in Canada now, that free enter-

prise works and that to make a profit is not a
sin. This is the reason why we're supporting
this legislation.

Mr. Cassidy: Why try to prop it up then?

Mr. Havrot: If that is a few words I would
hate to hear a full-fledged speech.

Mr. Cunningham: Lawlor for leader.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, I would be de-

lighted if our friend had just detailed in

which specific way they had made this legis-

lation work. I don't remember them making
an iota of a contribution with respect to the

debate on the matter at all—as usual.

Mr. Roy: Of course, Patrick, you have

attained an age where you forget a lot of

things.

Mr. Lawlor: The original legislation,
the

legislation which is being altered tonight,

came through in 1974. It was almost imme-

diately completely revamped by a bill1 called

Land Transfer Tax No. 2, which probably
was more elaborate than Land Transfer Tax
No. 1. The legislation as it originally came

through—there's no need really to amend it

tonight to make the provision—the legislation

as it stands on the books today is so honey-
combed with exceptions, is so much venti-

lated with holes that anybody could prac-

tically go through.

Mr. Havrot: There is not much ventilation

today, man. It is a hot night.

[8:30]
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Mr. Lawlor: If one looks at the sections in

respect to deferrals and the use of deferrals

in the acquisition of all manner of land,

et cetera, on resale to residents, the provi-

sions there are, as I say, honeycombed. The
definition of a non-resident corporation, and
the business of the holding of shares, :'s

flexible in the extreme. The use of unit trusts

within the application of the legislation

leaves much to be desired.

Apart from those masterful but minor

things, I want to refer to the recommenda-
tions to the Minister of Revenue for the

province, submitted by the minister's advisory
committee in July 1974. The man who
headed up this inquiry was R. M. Anson-

Cartwright FCA, as chairman-

Mr. Havrot: Ah, Mr. Cartwright.

Mr. Lawlor: —with a multitude of legal

talent, FAs and CAs all over the place. They
found that the many things I have mentioned
here today were perfectly true. But on page
2 in their address to the minister—and, after

ali, this is the minister's own committee—

they said:

"The Hon. John White made two state-

ments in his budget speech of April 9, 1974,

that are particularly relevant to this recom-

mendation. He said first that 'In examining
the problem of rapidly rising prices for real

property in Ontario, it has become increas-

ingly apparent that large-scale acquisitions

of land by non-residents of Canada is a sig-

nificant factor.' He also stated: 'I emphasize
. . . that it is not our intention to penalize
industries which seek to locate or expand in

this province [nor did the legislation extant

do sol although we would encourage these

established companies to broaden Canadian

equity participation'."

Then, going on to the next Act: "Mr.

White said: 'There is no doubt . . . specula-
tion ... by non-residents bids up (land)

prices artificially, increases the cost of hous-

ing and generates unwarranted windfall

gains'." That is with respect to this legisla-

tion and to the next bill that is coming be-

fore us.

What has changed materially or signifi-

cantly in the past three years that would
make those statements out of date or in any
way questionable? Tliey are as valid today
as they were then, and therefore the legis-
lation should stay in place and intact. If a

corporation, if the Arabs want to buy indus-

trial or residential land in this province, they

simply have to incorporate here. It is a very

simple process. On the question of the hold-

ings, they have to diversify them over resi-

dent Canadians with respect to the share

position in the corporations. It can all be

manipulated and nicely arranged; there's no

great problem.

Why then add to the inflationary burden
in the land field, which is precisely what the

minister is doing by taking this tax off and

restricting it within narrow confines. With
respect to the section 16 deferral provisions,
the minister retains them with respect to farm
and cottage properties and perpetuates the

particular inequities worked in there. The
whole thing becomes threadbare, loose and
of very little account. I said it didn't have a

significant impact in any of that. The min-
ister said that the greater the impact of this

legislation, the lesser the tax. But, as a

matter of fact, it is beginning to rise.

This is a curious twist of the tail that we
have before us tonight. Why not leave it

alone? In no way, in my opinion, does it

impinge upon foreign acquisitions. It is not
a vital factor in the economy of this prov-
ince. It does help to keep prices of land

down and out of the hands of the specula-

tors, particularly from other lands. There-

fore, this is at this time—it may not be so

three years from now—a retrograde step.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I wish
to thank the members for their contributions

to the debate on this bill for second reading.
I was interested to note the member for

Sarnia's remarks just before the dinner recess

that the Liberal Party supports the changes
to the bill, and this was supported again by
the member for Ottawa East.

In terms of the remarks of the member for

Ottawa Centre, he argues philosophically that

this is not the way to go at this time. Frankly,
we say it is the way to go and we are flexible

and are willing to reflect the economic

requirements of the times.

Mr. Makarchuk: You are willing to give the

country away. That is what you are prepared
to do.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: He mentioned eco-

nomic loopholes several times. He mentioned
them in terms of loopholes existing in the

present bill, and which he considers will exist

in the bill as amended. He did not, however,
outline what loopholes he had in mind,
unless he was referring to foreign investment

in land which must be protected.
I think this land will continue to be pro-

tected. Land which is recreational or agri-

cultural in character will continue to be pro-
tected under the provisions of the bill, and
it will be subjected to a very heavy rate of

taxation as it is at the present time. However,
with this protection, non-resident investment

will not be discouraged and will be wel-

comed in Ontario as it relates to industrial,

commercial and residential property. In other
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words, what I am saying to the member is

that we appear to have a basic, philosophic
difference of opinion.
As to loopholes which the member says

will be opened if this bill is passed, he did

not indicate what they are. One can only

speculate. I have to say I deny his argu-
ments-

Mr. Cassidy: One can speculate in this

province now that those bills are going

through.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I have to say I deny
his arguments concerning housing for middle-

class families and the problems which will be

generated. I think he paints a picture of doom
and gloom which is fallacious and most un-

likely in terms of what this bill will actually
do in terms of creating and stimulating con-

struction of new housing.

Mr. Cassidy: It's happening now.

Mr. Havrot: You are just a born loser,

that's all.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The member also

queried the present qualifications for exemp-
tion.

Mr. Warner: You jest.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Frankly, these quali-
fications have been so widely broadcast and
are so commonly known to so many people
it never occurred to me that a member of

this House as well informed as the member
for Ottawa East would not be familiar with
them—Ottawa Centre, I'm sorry.

Mr. Stokes: You were right the first time.

Mr. Cassidy: I thought you were doing fine.

Mr. Cerma: Can you walk and chew gum
at the same time?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: But they are based
on residence. It is not necessary to be a

Canadian citizen-

Mr. Roy: She is yours, not ours.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —but it is necessary to

establish permanent residence within two
years-

Mr. S. Smith: Wait until she says "Ottawa
West"; then you are in trouble.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —and to have lived in

Canada for 366 days continuously in the past
two years and immediately prior to taking the

land or having exemption confirmed.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister is simply un-
aware of the loopholes.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The member did not
outline them and frankly I wracked my brain

trying to think of what he was referring to. I

queried my staff and they don't know what he

is referring to, and I guess we know the bill

very well.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And he doesn't know
what he is referring to either.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: You had your say.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

An hon. member: Sit down, you had your
say.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I have

to say that I consider the remarks from the

member for Ottawa East—and I apologize to

him for not mentioning his constituency title

correctly—his remarks were really bang on.

It's a fact that we do want to stimulate

investment-

Mr. Cassidy: Boy, they are in bed again

together.

Mr. Stokes: What do you expect? He is

more Tory than you are.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: We do want to

stimulate investment in development in this

province-

Mr. S. Smith: We are trying to get him to

cross the floor.

Mr. Cunningham: Let's have an Ontario

senate.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —and we are con-

vinced that this bill will have the effect of

encouraging such investment at this time.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The motion is for

second reading of Bill 13.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Shall the bill be or-

dered for third reading?

Mr. Cassidy: No.

Some hon. members: No.

An hon. member: Shame!

Mr. Acting Speaker: Do I understand

the hon. members wish to—

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, there should

be a vote on second reading, at least a voice

vote. That's why we said "no".

Mr. Acting Speaker: The Chair called for

whether the motion would pass and nobody

objected.

Mr. Cassidy: Point of order, Mr. Speaker,

for the record, the New Democratic Party

is opposed to this bill and we did object to

second reading. I put that on the record.

I expect it will go into Hansard.

Interjections.

Mr. Havrot: Which part of it, the front

part?



JULY 5, 1977 391

Mr. Acting Speaker: Shall the bill be or-

dered for third reading?

Some hon. members: No.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Referred to com-
mittee?

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. S. Smith: There are no changes.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Third reading of the

bill.

Mr. Cassidy: It will have to go to commit-

tee.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. As I

understand the standing orders, if there's an

objection to going to third reading it should

be referred to committee.

Mr. Cassidy: Exactly.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I heard objections
and I would assume that the bill would be

referred to the committee of the whole
House.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, on a

point of order, I believe the objection has to

be raised by 20 members.

Interjections.

Mr. Cunningham: What change do you
have in mind there?

Mr. S. Smith: What changes are you
going to make?

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, perhaps
the hon. minister would like to cite the ref-

erence she is referring to.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, it's in

the new rules under which we are operating
at this time. I may move third reading of the

bill; unless 20 members object to third

reading, the third reading is proceeded with.

An hon. member: She's right, you know.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, I asked the hon. minister if she
could cite the specific rule which she is re-

ferring to. I think the hon. Speaker is aware
of the practice of the House, which is if

members wish to deal with the bill in com-
mittee of the whole, it goes to committer of
the whole. It is not the right of the govern-
ment to take it through to third reading
without unanimous consent.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.
members will allow me to confer with the
Clerk to ascertain the correct ruling?

Mr. MacDonald: We have been doing
this for months.

Interjections.

Mr. Maeck: Mr. Speaker, can I refer you
to section 19?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I would refer

you to 47(b) and 47(c). Rule 47(b) states,

"When a bill has received second reading
it may, by unanimous consent, be ordered
for third reading." And you, Mr. Speaker,
stated that there were objections, as there

certainly were.

Rule 47(c) says, "If unanimous consent,
as required by clause (b) is refused, if the

bill is a government measure it will be
referred to a committee of the whole House
or a standing or select committee as the

minister having charge of the bill desig-
nates."

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Exactly what she said.

Mr. Cassidy: Obviously it is at the minis-

ter's discretion. If she wishes to have the

bill sent downstairs, then that's obviously
a prerogative of the government side. But
the discretion is only whether the bill goes
to the committee or the whole, or whether
it goes to a standing or special committee of

the House.

Mr. S. Smith: Turn the page.

Mr. Acting Speaker: My interpretation of

section 18 is, and I am reading from the

standing orders, "When 20 members stand

in their place after second reading of a bill,

the bill shall be referred to a standing or

select committee of the House, as the minis-

ter having charge of the bill designates"

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, if I may. Your

reading of rule 18 is, of course, entirely ac-

curate. But it refers, sir, if you will, to

standing or select committees and doesn't

refer to the committee of the whole House.
The prerogative, as everyone understands it,

is that if the opposition members wish that

the bill should go to committee of the whole

House, or to a committee, the minister has

the choice of any of the committees, includ-

ing the committee of the whole House, but
must send it to a committee.
The only time that rule 18 comes into

place, sir, is if the opposition or the govern-
ment backbenchers were to want the bill

to go to a standing committee or a select

committee. Then at that time they would

require 20 members to stand in their places
in order to so direct it.

I would ask you, if you would, to abide by
what has been the precedent and what is the

understanding and in fact what is in the rules.

That it is in fact the prerogative of members
to ask that the bill go to committee and it is

the obligation of the minister to send the bill

to committee, although the choice is up to

the minister unless 20 members direct other-

wise.

[8:45]
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Mr. Roy: If I might speak on the point of

order, Mr. Speaker, I think the point made by
the member for Wentworth is correct, that

unanimous consent is required to go on to

third reading. My point simply is that my
recollection of what took place in the House
is that when you asked for third reading, we
didn't hear the objection by the member

standing at the—

Mr. Cassidy: Oh, no.

Mr. Roy: I recall the incident very vividly—

Mr. Stokes: Stop trying to weasel. You were

wrong in your interpretation of the rules. Be

gracious enough to accept it.

Mr. Roy: What are you annoyed about?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I think

I ruled initially that because there was not

unanimous consent, the bill should be referred

to the committee of the whole House or the

committee to which the minister wished to

designate it.

Mr. Deans: That's absolutely correct.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Because there had
been some reference to it, I did read provi-
sional rule 18, and it seems to me that rule,

as the hon. member for Wentworth has in-

dicated, is where it's to be referred to a

standing or select committee. This is being
referred, as I understand it, to the committee
of the whole House; consequendy, I have
ruled and abide by the ruling.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

LAND SPECULATION TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second reading
of Bill 14, An Act to amend The Land Specu-
lation Tax Act, 1974.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: This bill proposes a
number of important amendments designed to

enforce this government's tax policy with

regard to speculative activity in real estate.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, that this govern-
ment continues to oppose non-productive
trading in land. However, the government
also recognizes that such a policy must be
carefully refined if it is not to be destructive.

Accordingly, then, this bill proposes three

major changes to The Land Speculation Tax
Act.

Firstly, the time period for which an invest-

ment property must be held in order to be
eligible for exemption from land speculation
tax will be reduced from 10 years to five

years. This change will make investment in

apartment buildings much more attractive and
will spur the construction of needed rental

accommodation.

Secondly, changes are proposed to the

exemption for farmers. Effective April 20,

1977, any person or his or her spouse who
actively farms a farm property for 10 years—
any 10 years—will earn a full exemption from
land speculation tax for that property. This

change will remove potentially onerous prob-
lems for farmers who become unable to

operate their farms through age or illness but
who wish to retain their land.

Thirdly, this bill will implement certain

changes arising from changes to The Land
Transfer Tax Act.

These changes will ease potential hardship
on our farmers and will help to encourage
the construction of rental accommodation. At
the same time, the purpose of The Land
Speculation Tax Act will continue to be

fulfilled. .

Mr. Blundy: I think many of the arguments
that were put forth pro and con for Bill 13,

which was just handled by the House, pertain
in the case of Bill 14. I don't suppose there

is one member in this House whose riding has

not seen the vibrant economy that we knew
in development back in 1972, 1973 and 1974,
fall off to a certain degree over the past few

years. I think this is what we want to be able

to ensure will continue or will again be the

case in this province.
Under the present Act, even the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) admits in his budget state-

ment that a substantial pool of capital norm-

ally available to resident developers in the

province has not been available. For three

years now, since 1974, there has been a fall-

ing off and people wanting to invest in On-
tario have been discouraged and have not

been investing in property. I personally be-

lieve that the amendments that are proposed
in this Land Speculation Tax Act will assist

the economy of the province and the develop-
ment of land for the building of residential

properties especially apartments and homes.

The farmers are, obviously, being more

fairly dealt with under the amendments in

this Act and I personally feel that this is a

fair amendment. I believe that, basically, our

party is in agreement with the amendments
outlined in the Act and we will support the

bill.

(Applause.)

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I hope that

support from the Liberal Party is for me.

I doubt it.

Mr. S. Smith: It is part of the leadership

campaign. You have our complete support,
Mike.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to say one positive
word about this bill before I say a few
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negative words about it. That is this. We're

prepared to go along with, in fact we wel-

come, the particular sections that apply to

legitimate farmers who will earn a complete
exemption from the land speculation tax

after a period of 10 years. That seems to be
a reasonable kind of thing.

When you look at the alternatives between
the desire to maintain people in productive

farming on the one hand and the danger of

one or two people exploiting that as a

loophole, frankly, we think that it's right to

err, if one errs at all, on behalf of the

full-time productive farmer by ensuring that

they do not become liable to this particular
tax and that they earn the entire exemption
over the 10-year period.

That said, as far as the rest of the tax is

concerned, the comments I made about The
Land Transfer Tax Act can be applied pretty
much to this particular piece of legislation
as well. I think it's wrong. We think it's

wrong. We think the basis for the weakening
of the tax confirms every word the member
for York South said when he initially com-
mented on the land speculation tax when
it was introduced in 1974. Every word of

the forecast we gave at that time has amply
proved true. That's unfortunate because it

indicates just how ineffective these two taxes

have been in getting some reasonable be-
haviour back into the housing and residential

market, particularly in the province, over the

past three years.

The member for Sarnia said, "Quite prob-
ably we're going to get a vibrant economy
back into our cities as the result of these
two particular tax measures." I want to

remind the member for Sarnia, since he
wasn't here at that time, just what that
vibrant economy was and what the conditions

were in 1974. To take one index, between
1973 and 1974 we had an increase in the

average price of residential property in the

city of Toronto, or the Toronto region, from
$35,000 a unit to $50,000 a unit. These
days $35,000 doesn't even buy you a two-
bedroom town house on the outskirts of

Oshawa, let alone a decent house within

Metropolitan Toronto.

Mr. Roy: You can buy a house on the
Island for that, Mike.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: These guys are bitter, Mr.

Speaker. They really are. It's a most in-

credible situation. Obviously, though, they're

harking back to 1974 when, yes, I did hap-
pen to live on the Island at a reasonable rent
at that time, in accommodation which has

now been condemned by the Metro chair-

man, and in a house which I'm afraid-

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Will

the member get back to the principle of the

bill?

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

just wanted to point out that the member
for St. Andrew-St. Patrick (Mr. Grossman)
and the member for Ottawa East, the Con-
servatives and the Liberals, have never lifted

a finger on behalf of the 250 families on
Toronto Island who were being expropriated
by Metro Chairman Paul Godfrey. They have
no sense of compassion—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No wonder it was con-
demned.

Mr. Cassidy: —or concern.

Mr. Pope: Your leader made a profit on
his house.

Mr. Cassidy: A profit?

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: May it be recorded that the
member for Ottawa Centre did lift a finger.

Mr. Cassidy: Dear me.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I plead guilty. I

have never lived on Toronto Island.

Mr. Cassidy: Okay.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for St. Andrew-
St. Patrick, Mr. Speaker, has the opportunity
to bring forward legislation on Which there

can be a vote. I challenge him to bring for-

ward that legislation in order to ensure that

the residents of Toronto Island are protected
and are no longer under the thumb of Paul

Godfrey and Metro council.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Boy, that was an election

promise, Mr. Speaker, of two years ago.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: It has never been fulfilled.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would
like to remind the member for St. Andrew-
St. Patrick he should speak only from his

seat. The member for Ottawa Centre.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, the vibrant econ-

omy that the member for Sarnia harked back
to so fondly was an economy where land

prices were skyrocketing by the month, where
the prices of property were rising by two or

three per cent per month, where rent in-

creases of 20 and 30 per cent were common



394 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

in our major cities. That's What it means by
a vibrant economy. That's what the Liberal

Party wants to restore to Ontario and that's

what the Conservative Party apparently wants

to restore to Ontario as well.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: We are getting back to pre-

cisely that situation with the legislation which
is before us in The Land Speculation Tax Act.

The minister and the Treasurer and' the gov-
ernment want to do away with the land specu-
lation tax. They want to allow foreign in-

vestors to come in en masse. They are doing
away with rent review effective the end of

1978 and we will be back to exactly the same
situation that occurred or that existed in

1972, 1973 and in 1974.

It seems to me that it is important for us

to think back to that time and to realize what
are the reasons why there has in fact been a

certain cooling off in the urban economy, in

construction and that kind of thing, over the

years between 1974 and the present. It obvi-

ously is not because of these particular taxes.

It is because there has been a difficult period
of readjustment to a very rapid rise in land

costs which was permitted—in fact encouraged
—by the Conservative Party and its friends.

There was also a rise in the cost of con-

struction materials which was created by eco-

nomic situations—cyclic economic conditions—
across North America. There was a very
great increase in the cost of labour which
related to the inflationary situation in which
we existed. And there was a very rapid in-

crease over that period of time in the costs of

mortgages.
All of those things occurred together. They

hid the effect of dampening down the con-

struction market for industrial, commercial
and in particular for residential property.

Mr. Maeck: Is that what you were telling
the electorate?

Mr. Cassidy: Bearing in mind that period
of readjustment has now just about come to

an end. Bearing in mind that a number of the
factors which led to that situation have pulled
out. Bearing in mind—to say this to the mem-
ber for Timiskaming—that there has been a

readjustment, for example, in such things as

certain construction wages, certainly a re-

adjustment of the cost of construction mate-

rials, and some flattening out in the in-

creases in land costs, what was important was
to keep the protections against speculation
and against foreign investment in place
against a renewal of exactly the kind of situa-

tion we had four and five years ago. Instead
of which we have all the props being taken
out of the protections that were around, in

order to prevent a recurrence of that particu-
lar situation.

This bill provides a major bonus to people
who want to speculate in land over the short

term. It cuts the period of remission of the

land sepculation tax down from 10 per cent

a year over 10 years to one and two-thirds

per cent a month.
If I can take the example of somebody who

has held a property for a short period of time,

say two and a half or three years, they will

be liable right now to a tax of 14 per cent of

the capital gain of the speculative land profit

on their increase in value after three years.

That tax is being cut from 14 per cent to

approximately eight per cent of the overall

profit.

If the profit is at all interesting, an eight

per cent tax on it is not going to serve as any
effective deterrent. That means apart from

somebody who wants to get into a property

and out within a year or so, there is no

longer any effective deterrent against specu-

htion in properties recurring the way it was

occurring in the years of the early 1970s.

We think that that is wrong. We think

that the government is wrong. We think that

the reasons that the government has offered

arc also, may I say it, misleading.

[9:001

Let me just read what the Treasurer had

to say in his budget statement. He says, as

the minister said, that the government re-

mains committed to its policy of discour-

aging non-productive speculative activity. I

assume that what is being permitted by this

particular bill, these particular hand-outs to

speculators, is productive speculative activi-

ties, and I wish that the minister would de-

fine exactly what those happen to be. Or
else I would assume that the member for

Chatham-Kent (Mr. McKeough), the member
for St. David (Mrs. Scrivener), maybe the

member for Ottawa South (Mr. Bennett), and

the other economic panjandrums of the cab-

inet will go around the various conventions

of groups, such as the association of public

real estate companies, the Housing and

Urban Development Association of Canada,
and the Urban Development Institute, and
make speeches, telling them, "Please don't

speculate. It's nonproductive, and it's not a

good thing."

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Invest in development.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right. They make these

speeches, but they are not willing to back up
their speeches with any effective kind of

action.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: So naive. Does the member
think it is the OMB that is holding up devel-

opment?
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Mr. Cassidy: We have had a tax on land

transfers which the minister said discouraged
foreign investment. But then the Treasurer

said in his budget that the land speculation
tax required a longer than desirable com-
mitment by non-residents who wish to buy
investment properties in Ontario, that 10

years was too long for non-residents. What
tho Treasurer is saying, and what this min-
ister is apparently supporting, is the view
that we should encourage non-residents to

come in, buy up property, and sell it and
make speculative profits after three or four

or five or six years, because 10 years is too

long to require them to hold the property.
That is precisely what is being said in this

particular budget and for this particular bill.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You probably haven't

heard of the Rent Review Board yet.

Mr. Cassidy: A substantial pool of capital

normally available to resident developers has,

says the Treasurer, therefore dried up. I don't

understand why it is; the province of On-
tario can have a triple-A bond rating down
in New York, but Ontario developers can
also get a good bond rating if they want to

borrow money in New York, Hong Kong or

Dusseldbrf. At any rate, those were the only
reasons that were offered by the Treasurer
for this particular change in the land specu-
lation tax. They are fallacious, they are

specious, they are hypocritical and they are

wrong, and we intend to oppose this bill.

We believe it is important to keep a pro-
tection against short- and medium-term
speculation. We believe it is wrong to have
that kind of activity happening with apart-
ments. It is wrong to have people buying up
older homes and trying to resell them at mas-
sive profits, and it is particularly wrong to

have people like former cabinet ministers and
other people like that, all of the good gentry
of the province, buying up semi-urban land,
farm land, and that kind of land, in or around
our major cities, holding it in order to make
major speculative gain and not having more
than a finger lifted against them by the On-
tario government, effective with the passage
of this Act.

Mr. Martel: Those capitalists.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: A cynical socialist speaking.
Mr. Roy: I can recall when this legislation

was first brought forward and the awful mess
that the legislation was in at that time. I

can recall discussions on this legislation for
a period of approximately a month. I can
recall the Minister of Revenue, then Arthur

Meen, who could not accept some of the

recommendations that this party was making
at the time. If you will recall, at that time the
tax proposed was, I think, 50 per cent on the

speculative profit, and there had been no
agreement made with the federal govern-
ment, with the result that if one was paying
federal taxes at the rate of 50 or 60 per cent,
one would end up paying something like 110
per cent on the profit. In other words more
tax than there was profit.

We tried to get through to the minister,
time and time again, day after day in this

House. I can recall discussing this legislation
with the minister and explaining to him that
he was wrong, that he should have obtained
the consent of the federal government at that
time. I don't like to be nasty to a member
who is no longer here, but the man had no
flexibility at all. In that sense, he caused an
awful lot of confusion in the marketplace.
The remarks we made at the time legislation
was passed were borne out. In fact, the
federal government disallowed the deduction
that the province thought they could have
under this Act, and they had to backtrack
on the tax.

But I can recall during the month of

debate on this legislation that we tried to

make the legislation workable. This was one

aspect. This was the most obvious deficiency
in the legislation. But there were many others,
as you will recall. And at that time we in

this party—and I can recall my colleagues

Singer, Bullbrook and others—were talking on
this legislation to try to make it a workable

piece of legislation.

But as I said earlier, I felt that the com-
bination of government controls—and this is

another piece of government control—that

along with the increase in the interests rates

and with the other land transfer tax was a

blow that was too hard to the economy of

this province. In fact, what it did do is stifle

the economy of the province with the result-

ing unemployment that we have here today.
Now the member for Ottawa Centre has,

as usual, misconstrued the remark from my
colleague from Sarnia. We at no time, nor did

he at any time, suggest that we're prepared to

accept the type of inflation which existed on
real property during that period of time.

Mr. Cassidy: That's what they called for.

Mr. Roy: I find it highly improper that he
would misconstrue these comments and I find

it typical of that member, that when he
talks about speculative property he doesn't

mention the profit made by his own leader on
a piece of property.

Mr. Cassidy: How much did you get for

your house?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: What about your house?

Mr. MacDonald: How much did you get
for your house?



396 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Roy: I only mention that point, not
out of criticism of his leader—he's entitled to

a profit.

Mr. Cassidy: The member is as phoney as

a $3 bill.

Mr. Havrot: "Profit" is a dirty word.

Mr. Roy: To us a profit is not sinning. You
know, that's where we're different to the party
over there. Profit to us is not a sin. We feel

that in a private enterprise system, profit is

what drives the economy, this is what creates

jobs. And these people are against unemploy-
ment, they say.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: I say it's somewhat fallacious and
I find it somewhat cynical that certain

members should get up in the House and
talk about speculators as though they are a
bunch of villains across this province.

Mr. Martel: Parasites.

Mr. Roy: Some are, some are. But you'd
best be careful that you should not be so
selective when you're talking about certain

people speculating on land. What we're saving
in supporting this legislation now is that there
are enough controls. People who want to get
involved in the economic activity of this

province are what this country's all about.
Once economic activity is created this affects
a lot of people involved in the construction
of apartment buildings, these represent their

retirement plans. Often this is their only in-

vestment, the purchase and selling of a par-
ticular type of property. And we don't feel
that there is anything wrong in that sort of

thing. The speculation that we were after
in 1973 and 1974 was, in fact, speculation on
raw land where people were buying land,

keeping it for a month or two and selling it

at speculative profits.

Mr. Cassidy: What a sellout, what a sell-

out.

Mr. Roy: This is what we were against.
We were against, for instance, certain

buyers who would buy from large developers,
keep the property for six months or so and
then sell at a profit.

Mr. Cassidy: If only the poor people of
Ottawa East could see this statement—boy!

Mr. Roy: This type of thing, we say, is

still protected under this legislation.

Mr. Cassidy: The member voting against
the interest of his constituents.

Mr. Roy: But what we're basically saying—
and this is where I find the cynicism of the
NDP argument-is that they are-

Mr. Lawlor: Now you are leaving the barn
door wide open.

Mr. Cassidy: He wants a licence to steal

from the people of Ottawa East.

Mr. Roy: —so hung up on principles that

they cannot be selective, that they can't

select a villain.

Mr. Cassidy: And you have none.

Mr. Roy: In their overall principles, of

course—and this is why their socialist approach
has got them where it's got them; you're in

third place and you're going to continue

going down-
Mr. Laughren: Cross the floor.

Mr. Cassidy: I think you are in the Minis-

ter of Revenue's lap.

Mr. Roy: What we're saying basically, Mr.

Speaker, in our comments on this legislation

is that the government made a mistake back
in 1974. We in this party made every effort

possible to try to make it a workable piece
of legislation. What's we're saying to the

government, is that at that time, back in

1974, I think there's a recognition that you
were going much too far, that you showed
no foresight. And it's thank God for this party
that some of the pitfalls in the legislation

were curbed. So, basically, what we're saying
now is that the economic situation requires a

different type of stimulus. This is why we in

this party believe in private enterprise, and
the more controls we can get off the better

it is going to be. That is where we are differ-

ent from the people to our left.

Mr. Warner: Tell that to Ottawa.

Mr. Roy: So what we are saying basically

is that at this time we feel it is proper to

support this type of legislation because we
believe in a private enterprise system. We
have nothing against profit.

Mr. Laughren: Cross the floor.

Mr. Roy: And we feel that in the long term

this will create more accommodation and

hopefully over a period of time we will be
able to get rid of one more control—rent

control-

Mr. Laughren: Cross the floor.

Mr. Roy: —another type of control that in

the long term we would like to see removed
in this province. In other words we believe

in individuals rather than controls imposed by
governments-

Mr. Cassidy: Individual exploiters, yes.

Mr. Roy: —and this is why we are sup-

porting this legislation.

Mr. Martel: As a Liberal, John, you sup-

port that.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: Mr. Speaker, the thing
that worries me about this bill, particularly
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about the future of Canada and of Ontario,

is the oft-expressed view both from the Con-
servatives and the Liberals that we need

foreign people to come in and do things for

us. Those guys had better grow up. It is

about time both parties stopped waiting for

somebody to come around and wipe their

fanny or blow their nose.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: This country is big enough
and this province is old enough to be able to

do things on their own.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: As a result of what the

government is trying to do with this land

speculation tax, we have to depend on some-

body else to come in and do things for us.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Are the socialists going to

doit?

Mr. Makarchuk: The government hasn't the

guts to stand up on its own two feet.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: That's an expression. Its

actions on this bill express the kind of con-
fidence the government has in this country
and the direction it would go if it had full

control.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You cynics.

Mr. Makarchuk: No other western civilized

country in the world allows foreign specula-
tors to come in and do the things to its

economy, to its land, to its country, that we
do in this country.

Mr. Roy: What about the US?
Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, how about the US.

If you compare the economies of those par-
ticular countries in terms of either produc-
tivity, in terms of growth, in terms of employ-
ment, in any factor including standard of

living, you will find that they are higher than
they are in this country.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Are you talking about
Switzerland or Luxembourg?

Mr. S. Smith: You are talking nonsense and
you know it.

Mr. Makarchuk: The thing about it is that

they did it by themselves. You take a little

country like Sweden—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Cuba, Cuba.

Mr. Makarchuk: Seven million people,
John, less than the province of Ontario.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Pope: What? Are you crazy?

Mr. Makarchuk: It is able to build an
automobile-

Mr. Mackenzie: You are going downhill-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Brantford has the floor.

Mr. Makarchuk: The point in all this is

that the nations are able, through government
intervention, to make their economy grow
without having to depend on somebody else

to come do it for them.

Mr. Cassidy: The Swedish vote will desert

you entirely in the next election.

Mr. Makarchuk: If one looks at the amount
of capital the people generate in this coun-

try—and some of the members really should
look. As I said the other night, forget Adam
Smith. Even try to look at Milton Friedman

perhaps. But forget that and look at the fact

that we in this country generate more capital
than we invest. Canadians actually, on a per
capita basis, invest more than the Americans.

Everything—the ingredients, the resources,

the finances, are all here that we could use,

that we could build, that we could develop
without having to go somewhere else—without

having to ask other people to do it.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Haven't got enough.

Mr. Makarchuk: It's here, and yet we
refuse to act in that direction. We pander to

speculators, to people who basically shuffle

paper and nothing else. They don't contribute

one iota to a community. There is no contri-

bution made whatsoever.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Confiscate.

[9:15]

Mr. Makarchuk: If you look at the major
wealth that has been produced in this country

you will find out that the wealth hasn't been

produced by people who came in with new

products and new factories and developed
new resources. The wealth in this country has

been developed by people who have been

shuffling paper, buying land, reselling it and

making their big deals in that way.
If you read The Canadian Establishment,

as an example, and watch the Canadian lum-

ber barons fighting with each other, are they

really fighting in terms of innovation or new

products? No, they are fighting in terms of

how they can take over one major enterprise

from a person holding another enterprise;

and, of course, they line up the banks and so

on and have their little paper battle. But in

terms of solid contribution to productivity, to

growth in this economy, there is really

nothing there.

What the government is doing in this Act

and in this kind of legislation is encouraging
that kind of nonsense to go on to the detri-
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ment of the country and to the detriment of

the people and everybody else. During the

election the Tories went out and wrapped
themselves in the flag; that's a very easy

thing to do. But when it comes to doing the

economic things that make this country valu-

able to its people and provide the things

that the people of this country need and

deserve, the Tories refuse to move in that

direction—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Control, control, control,

and tax, tax, tax.

Mr. Makarchuk: —because they are fat and
comfortable and they are desperate.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Regulate, regulate, regulate.

Mr. Makarchuk: And they are scared-

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: All they do is to wait

for somebody else: "As long as I'm okay,

Jack, it's fine. That's all I'm concerned about."

Mr. Gregory: Why don't you speak about
the bill?

Mr. Cunningham: Sell your boat. Give your
boat away.

Mr. Makarchuk: The member for Ottawa
East says that this encourages private enter-

prise, that this encourages growth-
Mr. Cunningham: Give your boat away.

Mr. Makarchuk: But when we have the

Ronto situation, for example, where a specu-
lator goes in—

Mr. Cunningham: Sell your boat. Give

your boat away.

Mr. Makarchuk: Has the member got a

price in mind?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: For a price I will sell it

to him.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: Where a speculator comes
in—

Mr. Cunningham: You NDP phoneys, you
sit and postulate about socialism-

Mr. Makarchuk: —and makes a profit of

$10 million on some property-
Mr. Cunningham: You suck and blow at

the same time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: —which adds a cost of

approximately $5,000—
Mr. Wildman: Mr. Speaker, control that

man.

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, he's apoplectic.

Mr. Cunningham: Give your boat away and
your stock away.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Cunningham: For the record, he

laughed when I talked about stock.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: The member has a phobia
about boats.

Mr. Cunningham: I will never have a boat.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Would the member
for Wentworth North please contain himself?

Mr. Cunningham: If the member for Brant-

ford will take me on his boat.

Mr. Makarchuk: I will. I will.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Would
the member for Brantford please keep his

remarks on this bill?

Mr. Wildman: The member is at sea.

Mr. Makarchuk: The minister is aware of

this one: Ronto comes in and takes $10
million out of a community; it adds a mini-

mum of about $5,000 to the cost of each

housing unit. What that really means is a

few people have walked away with a lot of

money and a lot of people who are going to

go in there will have to pay for this. Once

they are paying the money that is going to

the speculators, they are not buying the goods
and services; they are not buying the fridges,

the stoves, the furniture and all those other

things that provide jobs and consumption and
make this a vibrant and lively economy. They
are not doing that. They can't afford to.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, you have got to have

resource industries.

Mr. Makarchuk: That's the kind of situa-

tion the government is trying to encourage.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Oh, no.

Mr. Makarchuk: The minister says oh, no.

I suppose it's something else.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You've got to develop your
basic industries.

Mr. Makarchuk: That's right. But the basic

industries we have have been here for a long

time. There haven't been too many of them

developed recently. They may have been

expanded—

Interjection.

Mr. Makarchuk: If the minister brings in

all these arguments about freeing free enter-

prise, I just wonder in what way are they
curtailed? What isn't so free about them?

How are they constrained? By what means?

Who is constraining them? They damned
near can do anything they want. They can

pollute our waters. They can pollute our air.

They can vandalize our society.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Stick to the bill.

Mr. Makarchuk: They can make unlimited

fortunes. If there were some constraints on
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free enterprise, we would see some kind of

shift in income in our society.

Interjection.

Mr. Makarchuk: If we look at the distribu-

tion of income in our society, it hasn't

changed. It has changed a bit: The rich have

got richer.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Them who works, gets.

Mr. Makarchuk: Obviously there isn't any
kind of constraint on free enterprise. And
when we say constrain some of the free enter-

prise, all we are saying is, "For God's sake,

go ahead and do what is decent and reason-

able and socially useful but, in the mean-

time, don't destroy the environment or van-

dalize our society.
'

Is this asking too much?

An hon. member: No, no.

Mr. Makarchuk: Is this above and beyond
reason? I don't think so, and neither does

the minister.

Mr. Eakins: Good speech.

Mr. Rotenberg: Mac for leader.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Makarchuk: I just find the continua-

tion of this bill abhorrent. This is a sellout.

It's one of those government actions which—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Karl Marx would admire

you.

Mr. Makarchuk: —people will eventually
have to pay for. It's a lack of confidence in

its own ability to build, to create, to do

things. It's a lack of confidence in the people
of this country, and the government expresses
it in this kind of legislation.

Mr. Eakins: Where is Samis tonight!

Mr. Roy: You've got a real socialist up
there tonight.

An hon. member: Thirty-three of them.

Mr. Wildman: Well, he has got a reason

to be unsure of himself.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

An hon. member: Give your boat to charity.

Mr. Makarchuk: In conclusion—listen, I've

got another boat coming up. A larger one.

Mr. Breithaupt: He would like to have his

own navy.

Interjection.

Mr. Makarchuk: Yes, of course.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Makarchuk: I would also like to point
out the reluctance that is expressed to have

government involvement. Mr. Speaker, if you

look at the economies of the United States,
if you look at the economies of Canada, you
find out that the periods of greatest growth
were when you had government involvement
or you had the greatest spending on social

services. If you look, the greatest growth in

this country was when we had a socialist

economy during the war years, when the

government was involved that time. When
you started off that growth, that continued

for a long time.

Mr. Havrot: Like in England, eh? Tell us

about England.

Mr. Makarchuk: Do you want to look at

West Germany? Do you want to look at

Japan? Do you want to look at Switzerland,

Sweden, Norway, Denmark? Do you want
to look at some of those countries? Look at

them and compare their productivity and
their per capita growth to our country and

you'll find out they are 'way ahead, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Havrot: Tell us about China.

Mr. Makarchuk: We are somewhere on the

level with Kuwait, that's where we are.

The reason basically, of course, is that we
wait for somebody else to do it. And, of

course, they do it to us, no question about it.

During the election, where does the Premier

(Mr. Davis) go? He goes to New York and

says, "Hey fellows, I've got a province to

plunder. Come on down, bring your money
in," that's what he does.

Interjections.

Mr. Makarchuk: They can see a mark.

They're used to dealing with a mark. They
can see a mark coming for a long way.

Mr. Havrot: Just like Barrett in British

Columbia.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does the member for

Brantford have any more comments in regard
to Bill 14?

Interjections.

Mr. Pope: That reminded him.

Mr. Makarchuk: In conclusion, Mr.

Speaker, what worries me are the facts and

the minister's actions in the Lynden Hill

Farms case. I know she remembers that case

very well and I hope it doesn't die; we in-

tend to resurrect it in the public accounts

committee.
The owner of the property in an interview

with the Globe and Mail said that he was

promised that he was going to get a specula-

tion tax exemption. Of course, in the dis-

cussions and in the House, the minister said,

"Oh no, it's something we negotiate and we're

going to continue negotiating."
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I suggest that from now on what the minis-

ter does is ensure that her department collects

the money ahead of time. While she has the

money then we ought to negotiate with the

people for the exact sum. I think that's a

fairer way of operating these things than

letting them sit out there.

Mr. Cassidy: Hear, hear. What about

Ronto as well?

Mr. Laughren: Tell us about Ronto.

Mr. Makarchuk: Hopefully, if things are

quiet, I'm sure she wouldn't forget about it.

I have a feeling that the promises were made
somewhere in the past and nothing would

happen.
I think one of the things missing out of

this legislation is that the tax should be col-

lected at the time of the transaction and
when there is a dispute—it's done at the

federal level—then what you do is you sort

it out afterwards, but at least you have the

money, Mr. Speaker. In some cases you may
be able to collect the money after the event,

but in a lot of cases you'll find that it's salted

away in the banks in Switzerland, or Panama,
or the Bahamas or someplace and there is no

way you can touch it.

Mr. Cunningham: You're as bad as Eddie.

Come on down.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Tell us about the Swiss

banks.

Mr. Martel: I will tell you about how this

government would pay for lunch.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Gee, I wish I had one.

Mr. S. Smith: Is that Moog you are talking
about? The Premier doesn't understand
German-

Mr. Makarchuk: The other thing is be-
cause of the problems involved in the land

speculation tax, in the granting of tax, is that

the minister should make it a procedure to

report regularly, something like the Securities

Exchange Commission does, to the members
of House when exemptions are granted and
on what grounds the exemptions are granted.

There should be a regular report coming
out of the ministry on those things. We
should not have to go and hunt afterwards,

get it somewhere in a back room and so on,
and then try to find out just what happened
and why did it happen, and why did some-
body get an exemption? These are the kinds
of things that we should know a responsible
minister is going to report to the House
when they do something of this nature. If a
minister has nothing to hide, there's no
reason why it should be kept secret.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Order, order. This is not
on the principle of the bill, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Makarchuk: And every time the

government keeps it secret, I question why
it is being kept secret.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Oriole.

Mr. Williams: The member for Brantford—

Mr. Roy: Tremble in your seats.

Mr. Williams: —continued on his high level

of illogical argument this evening as he did

this afternoon, and I'll speak to that in a

moment or two. But in so doing, I'll en-

deavour to stay on the principle of the bill,

which is something that's been lacking in the

debate that's been ensuing over the past 15

or 20 minutes.

Mr. Mackenzie: It will be a first for you.

Mr. Warner: Why don't you read us the

budget?

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, why don't you?

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, there's no

question that the two bills that we're debating
this evening, The Land Transfer Tax Act

amendment and—

Mr. Laughren: No, we are only debating
one.

Mr. Williams: —the land speculation tax

amendment are indeed two of the most im-

portant tax bills that will come before this

House this session.

Mr. Lawlor: You're telling me—a big sell-

out.

An hon. member: Ah, sit down.

Mr. Williams: And I think it's regrettable-

Mr. Cassidy: There is only one bill now
being debated.

Mr. Williams: —that amendments to the

very broad terms of the original bills that

are before us today have to be attributed

to a slack economy. I would hope to think

that these initiatives are being taken by the

government, whether the economy had been
less than at peak or otherwise-

Mr. Lawlor: Still inflation. There is still

inflation in the land. It hasn't changed.

Mr. Williams: —because it has become

quite evident since the inception of the

original legislation that the bills have been
too punitive for the legitimate types of

businesses that have wanted to do business

in this province, both domestically speaking
and with regard to foreign corporations. It's

all well and good for my friend from Brant-

ford to suggest that no foreign investment is

needed in this country-

Mr. Cassidy: Better ask your minister

friends.
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Mr. Williams: —when in fact it's well

understood by people who perhaps have
some understanding of the real world—those
of us who have had an opportunity to actu-

ally work in the private sector.

Mr. Cassidy: You wouldn't recognize the

real world if you found it.

Mr. Williams: It would be interesting to

determine just how many of the members of

the-

Mr. Martel: Sidney Handleman isn't going
to like that. Nor is Bill Newman.

Mr. Williams: —third party who speak so

strongly against the free enterprise system
have personally ever had the opportunity to

involve themselves in that free world.

Mr. Cassidy: Oh, come on. Rubbish.

Mr. Williams: It's very easy to sit up—
Mr. Warner: I worked in a sweat shop.

That is free enterprise.

Mr. Williams: —in an ivory tower and make
comments, but when they don't understand
the free world-

Mr. MacDonald: That is an ignorant state-

ment.

Mr. Lawlor: If you think that the real

world is—

Mr. Williams: —I guess you have to give
them a certain amount of licence to do that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, obviously they

speak through lack of knowledge and so one
has to have some sympathy towards them.
But at the same time-

Mr. Wildman: You and Franco would be

great buddies.

Mr. Williams: —when you hear them using
the term "hypocritical" and "specious argu-

ments," I think they have to look at them-
selves when they make use of that termin-

ology. The fact of the matter is that the

companies that are dissuaded from investing
in our province through this type of inhibit-

ing legislation are the very companies that

employ the tradesmen, the craftsmen and the

union people who are so anxious to partici-

pate in activities in the labour market for

the job opportunities available to them.

Mr. Wildman: How does speculation pro-
duce jobs?

Mr. Williams: It's well known that the

base of our economy is founded in two or

three sectors-

Mr. MacDonald: Back to the principle of

the bill.

Mr. Williams: —one of which is the auto

industry, the other of which is the real estate

development field, and the building of not

only residential real estate undertakings but
also commercial and industrial.

Mr. Wildman: It is the first time I have
ever heard a Tory say speculation produces
jobs.

Mr. Williams: It seems to me that for pur-
poses of emotional impact the member for

Ottawa Centre continues to stress the argu-
ments related to simply residential costs of

building which, of course, is an important
consideration. But too, the prohibitive costs

of commercial and industrial building are in-

hibiting factors that have steered legitimate
businesses in the construction industry away
from Ontario into other areas, not only into

the southern United States, but also into ad-

joining provinces. This is well understood
and recognized, and it's regrettable that

many of our own domestic corporations have
seen fit to move south of the line, not with

any malice at all but because they felt there

was a more positive business climate pre-
vailing in that area with some of the nega-
tive aspects of it probably being attributable

to this legislation.

[9:30]

We don't think it has been that bad to

drive out business, but it has had some nega-
tive impact. I think the Treasurer, and the
minister speaking todlay, have given some

recognition to this fact. I think the govern-
ment, in being prepared to realistically recog-
nize the problem is prepared to make ad-

justments—

Mr. Wildman: ilf you have got to be nega-
tive it is 'better to be only partially negative.

Mr. Williams: —to accommodate, realisti-

cally, the business sector, realizing that so

long as the business sector is healthy, then
so too the trades and unions are healthy, their

people are working, the economy as a whole
is stimulated.

Mr. Wildman: What is good for General

Motors is good for the world.

Mr. Williams: Hn fact the province as a

whole has to benefit from that type of pro-
ductive climate. So to listen tonight to the

hypocritical comments that have come from
members of the third party, criticizing the

private sector-

Mr. Cassidy: You would have us mortgage
our futures.

Mr. Williams: —when that is the very basis

on which they enjoy the high standards of

living that we have in this province, and
when that is the base from which we all de-

rive our high standards of living and enjoy-

ment, and from which we derive our taxes
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from which we, as a government, have the

responsibility to provide and do provide the

socially-useful programs that our friend from
Brantford talks about, but which we can-

not bring about unless we have sufficient

moneys in the public coffers to undertake

those programs.
Mr. Makarchuk: How much did Ronto

pay?
Mr. Williams: You can't tax ourselves to

bring that money into hand, we have to get
it from the private sector.

So for the opposition party, the third party,
to criticize and condemn and try to prevent

growth in the private sector, they're simply

cutting off their nose to spite their face and

they know it.

That is the hypocritical part of the argu-
ment. Why don't they be honest and admit

to it, and at least spend some time in giving
some recognition to that area of our pro-
vincial economic activity that is deserving of

support? And that has to be in the private

sector, you cannot continue to debate, for-

ever and a day in this House, issues as

though they're black and white.

Mr. Cassidy: But that's precisely what you
are doing. You dismiss everything as the

government does.

Mr. Williams: That is a point that I raised

at the time of the budget debate, that the

biggest weakness and the reason the third

party is now back where It deserves to be,
as the third party, is the fact that they don't

talk to the three basic issues.

They talk about big government and they
talk about big business; I've never yet heard

of them talk about and relate the importance
of big unions in the overall triumvirate situa-

tion that prevails in this province. Until

they're prepared to honestly deal with all

three aspects of those influencing factors in

our economy, no one is going to give total

credibility to the arguments they raise in this

House.

Mr. Wildman: Thank you, Napoleon Bona-

parte.

Mr. Cassidy: You talk about big business.

Mr. Williams: So, Mr. Speaker, in coming
back to the principles of these bills that are

before us this evening, it is imperative that

these bills move forward.

Mr. Cassidy: Why don't you attack the

unions?

Mr. Williams: They indeed will provide
additional encouragement and stimulation to

the private sector. I can only give total sup-

port, as did the other members of this party,
to the official opposition party in giving un-

qualified support to this legislation, but I

think that's the type of positive response and

attitude that must prevail in this House and

through which we will achieve many more
initiatives and bring about positive legislation

that will benefit the people of this province.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to

deal with three unrelated points. The first

one—

An hon. member: Speak to the bill.

Mr. MacDonald: Oh, they're related to the

bill, but they themselves are not related.

The first one is the cheap intervention of

the hon. member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy)
—I'm sorry he has gone out of the House.

You know he knows, as a lawyer, and every-

body knows, that when wc dealt with the land

speculation tax we deliberately exempted
principal dwellings, and this personal inter-

vention to drag in the alleged profit that the

hon. leader of this party made when he sold

his house is precisely what he's going to do
when he sells te house he lived in for a

number of years and bought for a low price
and is going to sell for a "profit".

That's a mixing of issues that we all know
is a deliberate and calculated mixing; and if

the hon. member doesn't know then he's not

worthy of his legal profession and of his

position in this House.

Mr. Roy: Sit down. You don't know what

you're talking about; you put them all in the

same bag, all speculators.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Ottawa East has already

had his turn to speak on the principle of the

bill. The hon. member for York South will

continue.

Mr. Roy: On a point of order, he miscon-

strued my comments.

Mr. Martel: You don't have a point of

order.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

York South will continue.

Mr. MacDonald: The Speaker is so right.

The member for Ottawa East had his turn

and he said nothing except—

Mr. Roy: If I said nothing, what's getting

you so excited?

Mr. MacDonald: I am not getting excited.

Just in case a few of his colleagues are as

confused as he is, I was trying to make
certain that they didn't get mixed up in the

confusion.

Mr. Roy: You poor, poor socialists.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, let me move
to the second point that I wanted to under-

line. There is one element of this bill which
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wc do support, and it is difficult to support
one when the rest of it is so deplorable. I just

want to underline what my colleague from
Ottawa Centre has said with regard to the

phasing out of the obligation to a land specu-
lation tax for farm land.

I have been rather interested in this be-

cause as the agriculture and food critic for

this party, I have had a number of people
call up and say, "I understand you are in

favour of protecting agricultural land," I said

yes, and they said, "If at the end of 10 years
a farmer wants to sell to a developer rather

than to another farmer, aren't you encourag-

ing speculation? Are you protecting agricul-

tural land?" I say, "You've got a point."
lit may well be that there's the odd person

who has held his land for 10 years, or the

person who has held land as a family farm
for a long time who is going to sell it for

speculative purposes. But the answer to that

question is that if this government has got

guidelines to protect agricultural land and
those guidelines are something more than

pure political rhetoric, and if those guidelines
arc ultimately backed up by law as this

party seeks, as the Rural Ontario Municipal
Association seeks, and as the Ontario Institute

of Agrolbgists seeks, then it will be certain

that no prime agricultural land is going to

be sold for speculative purposes. It will be

kept for food land production purposes.
So we acknowledge that after 10 years it

is conceivable, with the inadequacy of other

legislation that this government has at the

moment, with guidelines that have no back-

ing in law, that that might happen. We will

watch it to see that it happens as little as

possible.

My third point, Mr. Speaker, that I wanted
to raise is this—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Who's going to do the

farming?

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Perhaps the hon.

members would refrain from interjecting. It

is out of order; please allow the hon. mem-
ber for York South to continue.

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, with respect,
this isn't an interjection. This is a competing
debate.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. MacDonald: I was rather interested in

noting in one of my previous reincarnations

in terms of ministerial responsibility as critic,

that in 1974, as the budget credit for the

New Democratic Party, I had some comments
to make about the land speculation tax when
it was first introduced. Mr. Speaker, forgive
me—I rarely quote myself although I always

find it to be a reputable land of quote. But I

do on this occasion want to quote you three

paragraphs because I think they are very

prophetic:

"Clearly the government regarded its 50

per cent speculation tax as the headline

grabber of the budget." This is 1974. "I

venture the prediction that it will be the

prize example of flim-flamming in a budget
replete with it."

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. MacDonald: "The effectiveness of the

tax, so the provincial Treasurer argues, can
be judged in advance by the fact that it will

result in only $25 million of revenue. There's

as self-serving a statement as I have ever

heard. It assumes that the tax will check

speculation so effectively that there will be

very little revenue. After all, most of the

major developers have each made $25 mil-

lion in the last year or so."

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I

wonder if the hon. member for Haldimand-
Norfolk (Mr. G. I. Miller) and the hon.

member for Algoma (Mr. Wildman) would
extend the courtesy to the member for York
South that he can continue his part in this

debate.

Mr. MacDonald: With respect, Mr.

Speaker, the hon. member for Haldimand-
Norfolk wasn't even listening to you so I

think you will have to repeat it.

Mr. Eakins: He was talking to the mem-
ber for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick).

Mr. MacDonald: The hon. member for

Riverdale was trying to quieten him down.
I was drawing attention to the fact that

the government predicted they would get

$25 million in revenue; and that this was
an indication, they said, of how effective

their tax was going to be in damping down
speculation, because they were only going
to get $25 million in revenue, when every-

body knows there are many major developers
who have made more than $25 million in

a year. In fact however, I added back in

1974: "There are so many exemptions

granted and so many potential loopholes in

the tax that the limited amount of revenue

will be a measure of its ineffectiveness. The
lawyers are going to have a Roman holiday
and the developers will still be laughing all

the way to the bank."

Mr. Speaker, just to show you how pro-

phetic that statement was, the government
contended they were going to get $25
million in revenue, and that would be proof
of the effectiveness in damping down spec-
ulation. Do you know what trie record is;

do you know what the statistics are?
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Okay; in 1975-76, the first full year after

the tax was introduced, the total amount of

tax they got was not $$25 million in revenue;

the loopholes were as big as a barn door,

they got only $3 million in revenue. That

shows how far off the provincial Treasurer

was in his estimates of how much revenue

he was going to make from this. In 1976-77,

do you know how much they made? Was it

$25 million; no, it was $6 million. It was

$3 million the first year; $6 million the

second year.

Do you know what their estimate is for

this year? It's $9 million. I suspect it is

as phoney as the original. That's the reason

we are going to oppose this; because it is

fallacious, it is opening up the doors to

speculation when your efforts up to now
have been wholly ineffective.

Mr. Ashe: I rise in support of this bill, the

same as Bill 13, in that—

Interjections.

Mr. Ashe: That's right, isn't it? It appears
to me that it is nice to be part of a govern-
ment and part of a party that can recognize
changing business climates, changing eco-
nomic conditions, as with this particular one.

Mr. Peterson: You are so flexible you
don't have any principles at all.

Mr. Makarchuk: You haven't got them,
that's the problem.

Mr. Ashe: The official opposition also
recognizes that things do change and that's
probably why they are in full support of this
particular bill as well. I don't think that's
a negative aspect of any government, I
think it is a positive aspect to realize that
they can examine their policies, they can
look at themselves in the mirror and recog-
nize that sometimes things do change and
changes are necessary. That really is what
we are talking about in the bill just dis-
cussed some time-I was going to say a short
time ago, but it isn't that any more; some-
time ago it was Bill 13 and of course now
it is Bill 14.

The hon. member for Brantford indicated
there were certain members of the govern-
ment party, and I suppose the official op-
position party, who didn't really have the
guts to stand up for our particular province
in our economic condition. I find, really, it

is just the opposite of that, that we can stand
up and again recognize that we do need,
quote, if you want to call it that way, "help"
through foreign investment from time to
time.

We do need investments, we do need the

capital from other countries from time to

time. If you went along with all the regu-
lation and negativism of the third party,

nobody would be able to stand up because

they wouldn't have the economic fortitude,

they wouldn't have the muscle to stand up
because they wouldn't have any income to

stand up with.

Mr. Peterson: They have a new redneck
over there.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Now hear this.

Mr. Ashe: The other real inconsistency I

find when members speak to this bill, again
relating to some of the inconsistencies of the
third party in this instance: For example dur-

ing the recent election campaign, and very
conveniently, the leader of the then official

opposition, no longer so, and the then mem-
be: from my riding, no longer so, came out
and made a grandstand appearance in meet-

ing with the local elevator company which has
had some economic problems in the last

number of years. Of course, seeing they are

in the elevator business, single-family dwel-

lings really—

Mr. Breithaupt: That business does have its

ups and downs.

[9:45]

Mr. Ashe: It has its ups and downs to say
the least. But they don't really have much

marketability on single-family dwellings. They
really relate, of course, to apartment buildings
from time to time, and to commercial busi-

nesses from time to time. Yet here they go
down and talk to this company and let them

cry on their shoulder to indicate that they're

really concerned about jobs, they're really

concerned about the elevator industry. Yet

when we come forward with a particular

piece of legislation that would probably be
of some stimulus to the economic climate and
the investment opportunities in this province
to get the apartment investments going

again—to get investments in commercial build-

ings going again possibly—they stand up and

oppose it. That to me is completely irrespon-
sible and completely inconsistent, to say the

very least.

Mr. Cassidy: Does the member say that the

only way to get building is to have unlimited

speculation?

Mr. Ashe: Also on the same subject-

Mr. Cassidy: Is that what he says to do?

Mr. Ashe: —it is well recognized that one
of the reasons that we have a shortage of

apartments in our major urban areas is par-

tially because of this particular unamended

legislation-

Mr. Breithaupt: That's why the member's

government brought them in.
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Mr. Ashe: —and also because of rent con-

trols, which the third party would support
forever. And we know that that's the reason.

The main reason for rent controls of course

is the lack of supply. The lack of demand
certainly isn't a problem. The demand, is there

but the supply has been lacking.

Mr. Warner: Your government brought in

the legislation.

Mr. Ashe: If we had a climate of too many
apartments on the market, we wouldn't have
to worry about rent control because—

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps
the hon. member would return to the principle
of this bill.

Mr. Ashe: Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: He should resign so that

Charles Godfrey can come back.

Mr. Ashe: I apologize for wandering, but

I've been indoctrinated by that kind of wan-

dering now for a week and a half and it is

rather difficult.

Mr. Warner: Sitting beside the member for

Oriole (Mr. Williams).

Mr. Ashe: In closing, I can't support the

arguments as put forward by any members
of the third party in opposition to this bill.

Again, I think the bill—the amendments to

The Land Speculation Tax Act as it was to

The Land Transfer Tax Act—will stimulate

further investment in our economic climate

in the province of Ontario. It will bring for-

ward more overall opportunities for invest-

ment of a capital nature and also, to a degree,
I suppose, of a speculative nature—yes, be-

cause I too am not opposed to the word

profit. So we should expedite the passing of

this legislation. And all those in clear con-

science who are really truly involved and!

concerned about the economic conditions and
who work in our province should support it.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

London Centre.

Interjection.

Mr. Peterson: With respect, it's our turn.

Mr. Martel: You weren't here.

Mr. Peterson: I just want to respond to

that, for a couple of minutes. I don't intend

to be long, but it amazes me to see a par-

ticularly new member from Durham West

talking as if that party there is the only one

which has any option on the free market-

place or understands the free market forces.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The only one that has been

responding is the third party.

Mr. Peterson: They are the ones who
brought in the bill, changed the bill, criti-

cized my leader in 1975, called him the friend

of the speculators because he had some legiti-

mate arguments to make at that particular
time. They have no philosophy. They have
no understanding of what makes the free

marketplace operate. They move only with
the forces of a particular time. And I have
never seen a government with less philosophy,
with less conception, that reacts more to

whatever happens to be the principal forces

at a particular time. And I'll tell them this—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You supported the bill in

1974.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: What is your philosophy?

Mr. Peterson: I want you to know, Mr.

Speaker-
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps

the hon. member would return to the prin-

ciple of the bill.

Mr. Peterson: I was not going to speak on
that.

Mr. Cassidy: It is a good thing you are

not opposing this legislation.

Mr. Peterson: We are going to support this

because we think it's one step along the way.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Give us your philosophy.

Mr. Peterson: But what we resent is the

sanctimonious attitude of the government sit-

ting over there, thinking that they have the

only option on veracity or truth in these cir-

cumstances. Let me say this, that we have an

all-time low vacancy rate. We have a housing
crisis of unparalleled proportions. All of it is

the sum total of the cumulative policies of

that government.
I say, with respect to my friends over here

on the left, I hear them talk on both sides

of every single issue-

Mr. Warner: We don't expect you to under-

stand.

Mr. Peterson: —whether it's a question of

more housing and less farm land or less farm

land and more housing. They have never sat

down and reconciled the entire thing. And I

say that to them in fairness. We probably—
and it's interesting to note that this party

that I represent tonight has probably more

faith in free market systems than any other

party here in this House. Unabashedly I say

that.

Mr. Warner: What party will you represent

tomorrow night?

Mr. Lawlor: Probably true; a complete
anarchist.

Mr. Peterson: I just want to lay this before

the House tonight, that we are here, we are

going to support the bill. If you have analysed
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all of the things that the people of my party
have said-

Mr. Cassidy: The weak, the poor, the dis-

abled, the aged.

Mr. Lawlor: You would make Barry Gold-

water blush.

Mr. Peterson: —that my former leader, the

member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon)

said, when he was accused by the Premier

of this province (Mr. Davis) as being "the

friend of the speculator," for saying almost

exactly what the minister and what various

other people in the government party have

said tonight.

Mr. Cassidy: You are both friends of the

speculator.

Mr. Peterson: It speaks, to me at least, as

just a small measure of the sanctimonious

nature of this government. I will tell you

you have a long way to go before you truly

understand: one, the free market forces; and

two, before you have any consistent philoso-

phy about what makes it all go.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We are still waiting for

your philosophy. What is yours?

Mr. Peterson: With respect to you, my
friend, I have absolutely no faith. Fortunately,
the electorate has deemed you irrelevant, so

it doesn't matter any more what they say to

you.
But with respect to my friends over here,

I say to you very honesdy and very fairly,

that you haven't really addressed your minds
to the problem. My friend from Durham West
was talking about rent controls and all of

that nonsense. Let me tell you, all of this

was brought in by your government as a

reaction to perceived political problems.

Mr. Cassidy: You squeaked into that posi-
tion.

Mr. Peterson: Not real problems but politi-

cal problems. You have no right, in a sancti-

monious mood, to come into this House and

try to say those kind of things because you
don't understand it, you don't understand the

forces—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We still haven't got your
philosophy.

Mr. Peterson: George, what are you yap-
ping about?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We still haven't got your
philosophy.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will not refer to another hon.
member by his first name but rather by the

riding he represents.

Mr. Peterson: In fairness now, if the hon.
Minister of the Environment has something

very close to the heart he wants to say I

would gladly defer to him.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We want your philosophy.

Mr. Grossman: Are you against the rent

review?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Let's

not have philosophy, let's speak to the prin-

ciple of the bill.

Mr. Peterson: I'll tell you our philosophy,
we have been consistent through the past

year.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I would

again warn the hon. member that he should

return to the principle of the bill. It is time

that he respected the Chair's ruling and that

you return to the principle of the bill with-

out any further interruptions.

Mr. Lawlor: Tell him not to be so sancti-

monious.

Mr. Cassidy: You are 100 per cent right,

Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Grossman: The voice of authority.

Mr. Peterson: In fairness, Mr. Speaker,
several other speakers have alluded to various

other bills that bear on the entire problem of

producing housing in this particular province,

particularly at this time. What I had hoped
I have done, and perhaps I haven't, com-

pletely—

Mr. Grossman: Right.

Mr. Peterson: —is speak to this problem
over the last two or three years in all the

interrelating pieces of legislation.
The truth is, it has been a disaster.

Whatever has happened heretofore has not

worked. We welcome these changes as per-

haps a quasi solution to the problem. We
don't think it is the entire solution.

But I just want to say that when I sit here

and listen to some of this nonsense I have

heard, and I came in late tonight, from the

member for Durham West, from some of my
friends to the left, Mr. Speaker, I just have

to say this, that—

Mr. Lawlor: How about the nonsense we
have to listen to?

Mr. Peterson: —we haven't yet had a co-

herent answer to this problem, we support it

only because it is in some small fraction an

answer to that problem.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Great contribution.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, as one of eight
members left in this Legislature who in fact

was on the committee whose report prompted
the speculation tax-

Mr. Peterson: You should be ashamed of

yourself.
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Mr. Martel: In fact we opposed it; the

committee, in its findings, in tact opposed a

land spec tax.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You what?

Mr. Martel: We opposed the land spec tax,

the select committee.

Mr. Peterson: Elie is a friend of the specu-
lators.

Mr. Martel: I want to remind you, II want
to tell you who was on that committee just

before 1 go on. Russell Rowe—I think some
of the Tories who shot their face off tonight
know Russell Rowe, the Speaker. Donald
Deacon—do you know Donald Deacon?

Mr. Roy: A good man.

Mr. Martel: Right on. I'm going to come
to him too.

(Mr. Peterson: He is a great Canadian.

Mr. Martel: Douglas Kennedy.
Mr. Roy: Who is he?

Mr. Martel: I hope some of you Tories

know these fellows—Nicholas Leluk, William

Newman, Gordon Walker, Sidney B. Han-

dleman, and there was Richard Smith from

Nipissing.

An hon. member: Good man.

Mr. Martel: Let's get down to land specu-
lation.

Mr. Grossman: Who else, Elie? Read the

rest.

Mr. Martel: Well, there was my friend, the

member for Hamilton, and myself.

Mr. Eakins: Last but not least.

Mr. Martel: We looked at this problem for

well over a year—a year and a half.

Mr. Cunningham: At 50 bucks a day.

Mr. Martel: At 50 bucks a day. You want
to believe it. In fact, we went to Europe,
with all expenses paid.

Mr. Breithaupt: And how many came
back?

Mr. Peterson: Don't look down your nose

at these people, Elie.

Mr. Martel: Well, the report prompted the

government to move.

Mr. Eakins: Tell us about the trip.

Mr. Martel: But the committee, in fact,

opposed land speculation tax as a solution

to the land problem.

Interjection.

Mr. Martel: And it recommended in two
areas, the ownership of real estate by in-

dividuals, and commercial and corporate real

estate ownership—for my friend from Dur-
ham who talked about investment. You know,
Mr. Speaker, we had the people from the

real estate industry in and you might ask the

present minister responsible. As we attempted
to find out how much land they had, after

three days of questioning we were no further

ahead than when we started. No one knew
a thing. They didn't know who owned the

land. They didn't have a clue. And they
couldn't tell us although they represented the

majority of the corporations.

Mr. Cunningham: Could be in the cabinet.

IMr. Martel: Well, some of them are now
in the cabinet, but they signed this. Now,
we talk about hypocritical—private foreign
sector investment is doing great things for

us. Let me tell you what the government's
friends signed. I am going to quote three

or four-

Mr. Grossman: Didn't you support it?

Mr. Martel: I supported it, you are darn

right.

Mr. Grossman: You were against the land

speculation tax?

Mr. Martel: Yes, right. Commercial and

corporate real estate ownership—the commit-
tee recommends the following: "The commit-
tee recommends, subject to recommendation

8, that all future acquisition of land in On-
tario other than by individuals be restricted

to corporations or ventures not less than 75

per cent owned by Canadian citizens or

landed immigrants resident in Canada."
The committee felt that the only way to

get at land speculation was to in fact have

Canadians in control because in Germany we
found out that there was a special tax write-

off for German investors to purchase in

Canada.

Mr. Eakins: Did you visit Hamburg?
Hon. Mr. Kerr: What is in Hamburg?
Mr. Wildman: It's not a hot dog, like some

people over there.

Mr. Martel: We visited a number of Ger-

man cities, including Bonn. But they in fact

had a special tax because of which they
didn't care how much they were charged in

Canadta or how much they sold it for, because

they could write it off in Germany. Now, you
can have all kinds of land speculation tax

but it doesn't affect them one jot. They just

pass it on. In fact, the member who is no

longer here, I think my friend from—

An hon. member: Nipissing?

Mr. Martel: No, not Nipissing.

Mr. Grossman: You have got only one over

there.

Mr. Martel: Well, he beat Glen Hodgson
anyway.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Wouldn't buy his house.



408 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Martel: But in Hodgson's riding the

Germans had in fact purchased almost the

whole of that area and Glen was absolutely

perturbed that they could write off in Ger-

many what they had purchased in Canada.
In fact, it was one of the reasons he was

very forceful in demanding that you don't

have a land spec tax, that you don't allow

foreign investors to purchase the land. You
lease, which is being done in most of Eng-
land today.

Industry in England is not buying, it's

leasing. And industry in the United States

isn't buying land, it's leasing. And the select

committee who spent over a year studying
it looked into it very carefully. My friend

the member for Oriole should see the

signatures. Of the seven signatures six of

those are either in the cabinet, occupy Mr.

Speaker's chair, and said we don't need in-

vestment of that nature in Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: They obviously disagreed
with the report.

Mr. Martel: No, they supported the report
because they signed. What the government
didn't do was pay any attention to the

select committee report. Two of them are in

the cabinet today-

Interjection.

Mr. Martel: Yes, two of them are in the
cabinet. We hear all the claptrap that we've

just gone through; those people over there
don't understand free enterprise and foreign
investment. Well, seven out of the 11 mem-
bers came from that party. Didn't they
understand? Get up and shoot your mouth
off now.

An hon. member: They are in the cabinet,
we aren't.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will use more parliamentary
language.

[10:00]

Mr. Martel: The other two, of course,
were Donald Deacon and Richard Smith.
Yes, good members, but they too signed this

document and now the hon. member is

supporting land speculation. They didn't;
they moved to get rid of it. Too bad he
wouldn't.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: They knew they made a
mistake.

Mr. Roy: Oh, no. A changing situation.

Mr. Martel: I'm going to quote a little

more. Okay?
Mr. Roy: Oh, no.

Mr. Martel: Just for the hon. member.
Under "Commercial and Corporate Real

Estate Ownership," recommendation No. 8
reads:

"The committee recommends that corpor-
ations less than 75 per cent owned by
Canadian citizens or resident landed immi-

grants, who can establish that it is bona
fide in the nature of their business to acquire
land on a regular basis for real estate de-

velopment or finance, have the option of

becoming 75 per cent owned by Canadian
citizens or resident landed immigrants as a

condition of being entitled to continue to ac-

quire land during the period required to

obtain a fair price for corporations' shares

on the Canadian market." The hon. mem-
ber's friends again.

Mr. Roy: Did I sign that?

Mr. Martel: No, but his party was well

represented, as was the Tory party; two are

in the cabinet now, two are parliamentary
assistants-

Mr. Grossman: And two of you.

Mr. Martel: —one is the Speaker, and
there's my friend from London South (Mr.

Walker). They were against the land specu-
lation tax.

Mr. Grossman: And so were you.

Mr. Martel: So was I. And I'm still against
it tonight.

Mr. Grossman: You're against the land
1

speculation tax?

Mr. Martel: Yes. Because it's not a solution.

Mr. Grossman: You'd better speak to your

colleagues.

Mr. Martel: They're against it.

Mr. Grossman: My constituents will be in-

terested in that. Have you read the resolutions

at your conference?

Mr. Roy: The member should listen to his

colleague, the member for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Martel: I listened very carefully.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: Now, in the private sector,

what are we talking about? These Tories, who
don't know anything—just the New Demo-
crats—what did they sign?

Mr. Grossman: What about the resolutions

at your convention? Are you against the land

speculation tax, McClellan?

Mr. McClellan: Don't blow all your fuses.

Mr. Martel: I'd like to remind you, Mr.

Speaker that seven of the 11 were Tories

and six of them are still here.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Six of them are still here.

Mr. Martel: The Minister of the Environ-
ment made a mistake during the election.
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He wanted to close the Engksh-Wabigoon
river system and the Minister of Natural

Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller) told him no.

Let the minister go and resolve that problem
with his colleague while I talk about the land

the speculation tax-

Mr. Grossman: What clause of the bill is

that?

Mr. Martel: What did we say about owner-

ship of real estate by individuals?

"The committee recommends, subject to

recommendation 2, that all future transfers

of legal or equitable . . . interests in real

property in Ontario to individuals, directly
or indirectly, be restricted to Canadian citi-

zens and landed immigrants resident in

Canada" as a solution to getting rid of land

speculation.

Mr. Roy: You are out of order.

Mr. Martel: No, I'm not. I'm talking about

land speculation.

Mr. Roy: That's not what you are talking

about.

Mr. Martel: I'm talking about what the

hon. member's colleagues signed. I listened

to all the claptrap from the new member,
one of the new bright boys.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: We've got a lot of bright

new members.

Mr. Martel: Yes, part of the $3 million

boys. He might read some of the reports that

his colleagues signed.

Mr. Maeck: Times change. That was four

years ago.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: It was a farce in 1975 when
the government brought it in. It was argued
in this House for about two months. Poor
old Arthur was inflexible; day in, day out,

we went through that ritual.

Mr. Grossman: How would you know? How
did you vote on it?

Mr. Martel: Everybody said it wouldn't
work. Less than two years later we are back,
and I predict that before we are finished

we'll remove the remainder.

Mr. Roy: Do you think so?

Mr. Martel: Yes, I think so, because the
Arabs have money to invest, the Germans
have money to invest, the Americans have

money to invest—far greater than Cana-
dians—-and therefore they can absorb the tax.

That's what the committee found. They can
absorb the tax and simply pass it on to

Canadians who might be wanting to buy.

Mr. Grossman: Would you revoke it if you
get elected?

Mr. Martel: Well, they pass it on. I sug-

gest to the member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick

that he read the report. Why doesn't he go
in his cubicle now, read the report and then

come back? Just go and read the report and
come back.

Mr. Grossman: Tell me if you would re-

voke it. Save me the trouble, Elie; would you
revoke it?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Would
the hon. member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick

cease to interject in order that the member
can carry on?

Mr. Conway: Throw him out.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. And
perhaps the hon. memer for Sudbury East

would spend a little less time in debating
the merits of the report that his committee

submitted and relate his comments to the

principle of this bill and continue the debate

in that manner.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, you've got a bill

which recommends a land speculation tax.

The government established a committee

which after a year and a half of study-

Mr. Roy: Of travel and study.

Mr. Martel: Travel and study.

Mr. Warner: Mostly travel.

Mr. Martel: —reported and recommended
that land speculation tax wasn't the way to

resolve the problem of investment of this

nature and land speculation, and made all of

these recommendations. The report led to

the government introducing this stupid tax,

which in fact is now cut in half and two

years down the road we'll eliminate.

I suggest to you, based on the real study

that was done with research available and so

on, that we in fact move to the report and

start to implement the recommendations,

signed by seven Tories, which would end

the speculation, because the ownership of

land would rest with Canadians—recreational

land, which my friend from Parry Sound is

concerned about, there are a whole number

of recommendations with respect to recrea-

tional land.

The report, and this is what bothers me
after the government paying a considerable

amount of money, has been almost totally

ignored, except to introduce a crazy land

speculation tax which you've cut in half,

which cost the province I don't know how
much in introducing it in the first place,

because we spent two months on it. We've

cut it in half again tonight, and we haven't

answered the problem.
All of the documentation we could put to-

gether was that this would not end specula-
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tion because of the vast amounts of money,
the vast tax write-offs that other nations have

and which they can simply pass on to the

Canadian public in the form of a higher

price, whether it'd be for a price of real

estate when you purchase your home, whether
it be in recreational land. Surely that's what
we're interested in.

I don't need the claptrap from the member
for Oriole or the new boy from Durham.

Maybe they could read the report and come
back and see who's right. Maybe they should

read the debates from the last time around
when we said it wouldn't work. As the former

leader of the New Democratic Party quoted,
the $25 million you were going to make the

first year was $3 million.

Mr. Grossman: Did you vote against it?

Mr. Martel: Yes; I opposed it then for the

same reasons I'm opposing it tonight, because
in spite of the recommendation of the one

group that did the study-
Mr. Grossman: NDPers, all against spec

tax. We are in favour of spec tax.

Mr. Martel: —the study was thrown out

except to bring in the crazy land spec tax.

I suggest to you before you get so hidebound
and critical about what socialists are doing,

you might in fact read the report, Albert.

Mr. Roy: Elie, I like you personally; you're
not a bad socialist.

Mr. Martel: No, don't give me the claptrap.

Well, what else did the committee report, Mr.

Speaker?

Mr. Roy: You are making a very good
speech.

Mr. Martel: You see what I'm trying to

drive at, Mr. Speaker, is that we covered all

the bases, very carefully.

Mr. Conway: Dick Smith wrote a good
report.

Mr. Martel: Dick was in here. I give him
credit for some of the material. He added to

this report, particularly as it pertains to the

forest industry and I give him credit for that.

Mr. Roy: And Dick said you were one of

the better travelling companions.

Mr. Martel: Well, we crawled a few pubs
in Europe, I must admit; but I really—

Mr. Conway: The minister's ears, please.

Mr. Martel: Yes, I won't go into that.

I would urge the government, for a change,
to look at a select committee report, that's

what they establish committees for, and based
on the findings of the committee in fact

start to implement it. Other provinces have,
and they have eliminated land speculation,
but you simply can't do it via this route.

They have too much money in foreign coun-

tries, such as the Arab nations; the Germans
have special tax write-offs, which they simply
pass on to us; the Americans have more dis-

posable income then we have, which they
pass on to the Canadians-

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: The select committee said-
well I'll go back to it: "The committee
recommends that corporations or ventures

less than 75 per cent owned by Canadian
citizens or resident landed immigrants be
entided to obtain leasehold interest in land
in Ontario on terms appropriate to their

commercial needs."

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You don't suppose Cana-
dians can build, do you?

Mr. Martel: Now we didn't rule out

the Americans coming in and investing, we're

just saying that they would have to lease

the land; and this is what many American
firms are doing, both in the United States

itself and as they invest in Europe. They're
simply leasing. As my friend the member for

Brantford said, they know a mark, they know
a mark.

Mr. Warner: Come to Ontario!

An hon. member: Biggest suckers around.

Mr. Martel: They simply pass it on to the

Ontario consumer. I'm saying to the Minister

of the Environment, if he wants to get into

the act, read the report and you too will

support us.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I did.

Mr. Martel: Aw you didn't, George; not

at all.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I thought it was terrible.

Mr. Martel: We provided for the Americans
to invest and to continue to build, if that's

what you're concerned about; and the trade

unionists having jobs and so on, in response
to the member for Oriole. We provided a

loophole based on—
Mr. Grossman: Loophole?

Mr. Martel: —what they're doing in the

States already and based on what they're

doing as they invest in Europe, whether it

be England or other nations in Europe
proper, they're doing it. There is no loop-

hole, it's leaseholds.

Mr. Grossman: There is no loophole?

Mr. Deans: You are not allowed to quote
people back. Don't you know the rules of

the game?

Mr. Grossman: I have left the rules.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, I think I've tried

to drive the point home that we've heard
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claptrap from over there. In fact, what they
did was run down their own two cabinet

ministers, their two parliamentary assistants

and the return of the member for London
South who also signed that document. I sug-

gest, before the member for Oriole shoots

his mouth off as he did tonight, that he reads

what was said.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You'll never live it down.

Mr. Grossman: That's not parliamentary

language.

Mr. Martel: His colleague signed this. As

I sit down I suggest my friend from Ottawa
East reads the report, too, because his

colleagues, like us, wanted to get rid of land

speculation and saw this as the only way
to do it.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That was the rule in those

days. Times have changed.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. minister is rising on a point of order.

Would you state your point of order?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, we've

just had a very neat, although wordy,
rationale from the member for Sudbury East

about the various events and important con-

siderations which led up to the report of the

committee on foreign investment.

Mr. Martel: Right.

Mr. Deans: What is out of order?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: And this was, ap-

parently, to be an important basis in our

considerations here this evening.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Would you state your

point of order, please?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: But I think he for-

gets that there was a most important con-

stitutional problem which was before the

committee at that time.

Mr. Martel: State your point of order.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Most certainly. This

is a point of order, Mr. Speaker, and I

haven't had an opportunity to state it.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Would the hon.

minister state her point of order, very briefly.

I haven't heard the point of order at this

time.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I haven't had the

opportunity to state it, Mr. Speaker, beyond
the fact that I am pointing out that the

member has been misinforming the House.

Mr. Martel: Oh, wait a minute.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I hope
I didn't hear what I thought I heard. Is the

hon. minister accusing an hon. member of

misinforming the House or misleading the
House?

Mr. Deans: Now we have a point of order.

Mr. Martel: On a point of order.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Careful.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I am not. No, Mr.
Speaker, I am not.

Mr. Martel: On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I've had so many
interruptions, Mr. Speaker, from the op-
posite bench and from yourself that I haven't
been able to get a sentence out.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, the
hon. member for Sudbury East will permit
the hon. minister to continue her point of

order.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, my
point of order is that the member has been

misinforming the House because I think he
forgets—

Mr. Martel: Wait a minute, Mr. Speaker,
on a point of privilege.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —a most important
point which was part of the consideration

of that select committee at that time. It

was that there was a constitutional problem
which was then before the federal govern-
ment in terms of the Prince Edward Island

attempt to control non-resident land owner-

ship at that time, and it was before the

Supreme Court of Canada. It was a most

important consideration and, as a result of

that, the select committee then had to alter

its recommendation to the government-
Mr. Martel: No, it didn't.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. It is

the Chair's assessment that that is not a

point of order. Perhaps the hon. minister

might respond to the comment that the hon.

member for Sudbury East made during her

remarks at the conclusion of the debate.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

privilege, I suggest the minister withdraw

the statement she made with respect to that

fact that I had misled the House. The select

committee—and I have before me its report

—dealt with the constitutional issue in its

report. I might quote, Mr. Speaker, if I

might.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Ah, get to the root of it.

Mr. Martel: "The committee recommends
that the government of Ontario take the

position that legislation along the lines pro-

posed by the committee is unambiguously in
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relation to property and civil rights in the

province in the matters of a local and private

nature. In regard to ownership of land by

corporations, the committee" and so forth.

What we recognized was that there was
a possibility of a constitutional issue. We said:

"The committee recommends the government
of Ontario take the position that legislation

of the kind the committee has recommended
with respect to real property in the provinces
within the powers of the province—"

I have it before me. And we had as our

counsel one Ivan Feltham who taught law at

Osgoode and who had this issue checked out.

[10:15]

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Order,

please. I would have to check Hansard to

make certain of the remarks of the hon.

minister as to whether she did indicate that

you had misled the House or were misleading
the House or—

An hon. member: Misinformed.

Mr. Acting Speaker: —was misinformed.

Perhaps the hon. minister might like to clarify

that point, whether she did say that. If she

did, I would ask her to withdraw it, and I

would also ask her to pass comment—rather
than a point of order—concerning the other

remarks during her concluding remarks on
second reading.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, can you
advise the House if, in fact, the hon. minister

did have a valid point of order and the hon.

member for Sudbury East did have a valid

point of privilege.

Mr. Acting Speaker: As far as the Chair is

concerned, there was no point of order and
I do not believe there was a point of privilege.

Mr. Martel: With the greatest of respect-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Are you
challenging the Speaker's ruling?

Mr. Martel: Speaking to the point of privi-

lege, Mr. Speaker, the minister said that I,

in fact-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member has already spoken to his point
of privilege and this isn't a debate. Perhaps
we could continue with the principle of the

bill on second reading in order that we might
attempt to conclude the debate.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, I have a point
of privilege. The member for Sudbury East

suggested that the member for Oriole shot

his mouth off. I would point out to the mem-
ber for Sudbury East that I never shoot my
mouth off, that I always speak advisedly,
which is more than I can say for the member
for Sudbury East.

Mr. Philip: You can go on for hours and
hours.

Mr. Makarchuk: That's a lonely opinion.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member does not really have a point of

privilege. Could we continue with the debate

on second reading? The hon. member for

Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Your leadership cam-

paign is going down the hill.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You won't get the over-65

vote.

Mr. Peterson: Go ahead, fur head. You are

doing well.

Mr. Deans: That wasn't very nice.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Deans: Aren't you ashamed of your-
self? You should be.

Mr. Peterson: I just said "fur head."

Mr. Deans: Don't you want to retract

that? That was really despicable.

An hon. member: Take it back.

Mr. Deans: Why don't you take it back-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Deans: —and be a gentleman? Be a

gentleman for a change.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member for Wentworth will

continue.

Mr. Deans: Having listened to the trivia

from my colleague from London, let me just

say that I have listened to a lot of this debate

this evening, here and over the speaker in

my office; I refer to the discussion of the free

market system, put forward by members on
the Conservative side and on the Liberal side

of the House, both of them speaking of a

system as if it somehow existed in the prov-
ince of Ontario.

I think that to begin with, we have got
to try to understand that whatever it is they
conjure up in their mind as the free market

system hasn't existed in this province for the

best part of the last 50 years. The purpose of

this legislation was surely to try to discourage
the takeover of land in the province of On-
tario by non-residents. That was the original

purpose of it. It was an attempt to try to cut

down on speculation. It was an attempt to

discourage non-residents from owning land

and using land) in a speculative way.
I think we have reached a point at which

there is an honest difference in the philosoph-
ical outlook of the parties—the Conservatives

and the Liberals thinking that it's appropriate
and within their concept of what's in the best

interests of the economy of the province of
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Ontario—to permit trading in land to take

place without any consideration for the resi-

dency of the owners of the land and to

allow the free flow of money in and out of

the country, again without any consideration

for the detrimental effect that it has on the

cost to the people who live in this province
and the people who have to pay the hills.

I don't quite understand why this took so

long, but it seems to me that where we draw

the line, where we differ, is this: While it

might be expedient at this point in time, be-

cause of a slowdown in the development of

the province of Ontario, to take some steps

to try to encourage non-resident investors to

invest further in the province and, thereby,

hopefully bring about an upturn in the con-

struction industry—in the long-term best in-

terest of the province of Ontario, as it applies
to this generation and to the next generation
and to others beyond that, surely our respon-

sibility is to try to guarantee that, above all

other things, the ownership of land will re-

main in the hands of people who reside, and

who make their home, and who have busi-

ness interests here in the province of Ontario

and throughout the remainder of the Do-

minion of Canada.
That's the issue. The issue isn't whether

the government wants to take some steps

right now to ease a problem that currently
exists. If it wants to do that, so be it; let

it do it with whatever other means it has

at its disposal. But for heaven's sake, let it

not risk ownership of Ontario's land by tak-

ing steps now that will in many ways en-

courage an influx of money into the province
which will not in any way benefit anyone in

the province in the long run and which will

simply drive prices up even further.

The minister knows, and I know, and any-
one else who has looked at business in On-
tario understands that in almost every single
case the cost of the tax, wherever the tax

was applicable, was woven into the final

price at the time of the sale of the land or

of the enterprise. Because of the nature of

the corporate tax laws of Canada that was
written off over an extended period of time.

So if this tax was at all beneficial, if it was

meaningful, and if it did in fact discourage
outside interests from coming into Canada,
it certainly didn't discourage those whose
business it was to establish a commercial en-

deavour or industrial endeavour, who wanted
to create employment, who wanted to manu-
facture goods to produce services. It didn't

discourage those people; it never was in-

tended to discourage those people. Those

people were given every opportunity, either

by way of exemption or by way of writeoff

through their corporate tax structure, to off-

set whatever additional costs were imposed
by this. And they did that.

What this was intended to do—and what
it should be doing, and why we should be

keeping it in place—was to try to avoid the

speculative undertakings of a number of peo-

ple who were using money, earned wherever
it was earned, in or out of the country, but

whose interests were not in the development
of the province of Ontario, but whose inter-

ests were simply in the business of making
additional money on the money that they
were investing.

I happen to think that it is important for

Ontario, it is important for the future of

Ontario, it is important for the people that

we have responsibility to. It is important that

we should draw the distinction. The distinc-

tion has to be this: that the government and

the Liberals are prepared to see the land of

Ontario owned, in any dimension, by anyone
from any place. They don't care whether

they are resident or non-resident; whether

the money is being held by a syndicate in

Sweden or by a syndicate in Switzerland, or

brought in from the United States. They
don't care who owns the land in Ontario, be-

cause it doesn't matter to them.

They don't see it as being important. We
do. We think it is important. We think that

the ownership of land is vital. We think that

the future determination for planning and

economic purposes can be made more readily

by a government in this country dealing
with people who own land in this country,
and who live and who work in this country.

II think that is where we part company;
it's just that simple. The other parties don't

care who owns it; they don't care whether

there is speculative profit made on it; they

don't care whether that speculative profit

drives up the prices; they don't care whether

those people contribute one iota to the econ-

omy. Their only interest is a self-satisfying

interest of seeing something that they plan

to identify as the free market system

working.

Well, we do care. And what we are telling

the House is this, Mr. Speaker. If you take a

look at the ever-increasing costs as they apply

to the construction and development indus-

try, in the vast majority of cases the increas-

ing costs are attributable almost entirely to

the changing ownership of land. There has

been over the last 10 years, at least, clear

indications of intercompany sales, of book

sales, in order to appreciate land values, in

order to drive the price of land up, in order

to create speculative gain for people whose

interest has nothing at all to do with the best

economic interest of Ontario.
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Now that may well happen if Canadians

owned that; it could happen. But I suspect,

given if one looks back historically, that

it is not likely to happen there as it is if it

is owned by interests from outside of the

country.
So it is important from our point of view,

it's vitally important from our point of view,
that we should attempt, by whatever means
there are at our disposal, to dissuade people
who do not have any roots in this country,
whose interests are simply in the making of

money at our expense, from taking over the

ownership of the land that is so vital for

future needs.

We just frankly think that it may not be
the most appropriate tool, it may not be the

most effective tool, but it is one tool that can
be used to try to maintain the ownership in

Canadian hands and to discourage outside

interests from involving themselves in in-

vestment purely for speculative purposes.
So I suggest to you that in fact, instead of

doing what you're doing and moving towards

halving the tax, you should be moving to-

wards imposing a much more severe restric-

tion on those who would speculate, on those

who would use the land of this province as a

basis for their own usury and greed. We
should be taking firm action to make sure
that more of the land of the province of

Ontario is going back into the hands of resi-

dents of this province and this country; we
should be taking steps to ensure that over
the next decade or 20 years, significant

changes occur in the ownership pattern and
that those significant changes move away
from foreign ownership toward domestic

ownership. In the long run, it's who ulti-

mately owns the land that determines the
final price that you and I are going to have
to pay-

Mr, Peterson: And how would you sug-

gest we do it?

Mr. Deans: Are you back again?—that

you and I are going to have to pay for all

of the enterprises that take place.
It doesn't matter whether it's the develop-

ment of homes for people-
Mr. Peterson: As opposed to homes for

animals.

Mr. Deans: —homes that are already far

out of reach of the majority of the average-
income people, or whether you are talking
about commercial undertakings, the exorbitant

prices of which have to be paid for through
the consumer prices charged in the stores,

or whether it be the industrial developments
that take place across the province on land
that has been sold at inflated prices, far

outside of what they might reasonably be

expected to charge; those prices reflect in

the cost of the products that are manu-
factured and sold in the marketplace to

Canadians.

We must, as a primary step—as a first step
towards trying to put a curb on the ever-

increasing prices and trying to keep out

people Who would use the very basic re-

source, the one basic resource that belongs
to us—we have to take steps, we have to take

whatever steps we can, this being one very
small one, to try and persuade them that

we really don't want them in here for specu-
lative purposes.

If they want to come in and establish a

portfolio investment that will in some way or

other benefit the development of Canada,
the development of Ontario; if they actually
want to develop commercial and industrial

enterprises that will be beneficial to you and
to me and to children that are yet coming;
then that's another matter and they are of

course then given exemptions in order to

do that.

As my colleague says, and after long de-

liberations and discussions with many indus-

trialists in many parts of the world, we came
to the conclusion, from what they told us,

that they were quite prepared to enter into

the long-term leases on land that they could

lease, as long as they were given assurances

that they wouldn't at some point or other be
faced with eviction. Those assurances can be
built into the leases. They didn't expect to

own the land; they were prepared to come
in and to do what they had to do in terms

of development, because they want to be

part of the Canadian market, because they
wanted entree into the North American mar-
ket and Canada provided them with that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I'd like

to inform the member speaking that it is now
10:30 of the clock.

Mr. Deans: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. All

I want to say then, in my final comment on

it, is this: You are absolutely right, we dis-

agree with you. It's fundamental and it's

clear. We don't happen to agree that you can

play games with the future generation's needs.

We don't happen to think that you can play
roulette with the land ownership of the prov-
ince of Ontario, hoping some day that it will

revert to Canadian hands in some magical

way. We happen to think that you've got to

take concrete and positive steps. This may
not be the most forceful one. This may not

provide the end all for all of the things that

we want. But I will tell the minister one

thing; what she is now doing is running con-

trary to the best interests of the province of

Ontario.
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On motion by Hon. Mrs. Scrivener, the

debate was adjourned.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Wentworth North gave notice that he was
dissatisfied with an answer given during ques-
tion period by the provincial Treasurer (Mr.

McKeough). According to section 28(a) of the

standing orders I deem that a motion to

adjourn the House has been made. The hon.
member for Wentworth North and the pro-
vincial Treasurer will be given five minutes
each. I call on the—

Mr. Breithaupt: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.
With respect to your interpretation of rule 28
I note in reading the rule that one sentence
is as follows: "No debate on any one matter

during this period shall last for more than
10 minutes, five minutes to be allowed to the
member raising the matter and five minutes
to the minister if he wishes to reply."
Can you advise the House, Mr. Speaker,

whether it is the presumption under the rules

that whether the minister chooses to reply or

not, it is at least an expectation that he would
be present?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I have been advised
that it is not necessary for the member of
the executive council to be present. The de-
bate would continue under the rule if the
member of the executive council was or was
not present.

Mr. Breithaupt: It is apparently not much
of a debate.

Mr. Lawlor: It makes a farce of the whole
thing.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT FINANCES
Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, pursuant to

the standing orders of the House I am anxious

to pursue a supplementary question I raised

on June 29. I would have thought, given the

fact that I had given sufficient notice, that

the provincial Treasurer might have found it

necessary to be here tonight. However, in his

absence I will pursue this matter in the hope
that he ultimately will reply to my guestion.
The original question raised by the mem-

ber for Wentworth related to an independent
review of the Hamilton-Wentworth region.
The Treasurer stated that he was awaiting a

reply from the regional municipality of Ham-
ilton-Wentworth and their regional council.

My supplementary question, if you will

recall, related to a request pursuant to sec-

tion 121, subsection 2 of Bill 155, 1973,
wherein I requested that a minimum of 50

taxpayers may request a commission of in-

quiry into any of the affairs of a region or

any matter connected therewith. The basis of

my dissatisfaction with the Treasurer's answer

to me would be that he ignores the basic right
inherent in the aforementioned legislation for

citizens, taxpayers, to obtain relief from a

system of government that may in fact not
be working to the benefit of those residents.

Such a provision I believe is a good one.
I have seen it in a number of the various

regional bills. But it is only valid, Mr.

Speaker, if the government recognizes and
respects such petitions. Last week I pre-
sented on behalf of my constituents a peti-
tion with over 200 names. I would be pleased
to submit a petition with over 20,000 names—
and I could get them, I believe—requesting
an inquiry or an independent review of the

Hamilton-Wentworth region.
The members might wonder why my con-

stituents would want such an independent
commission. Notwithstanding the fact that

they didn't want to get involved in regional

government itself, I would say that they are

not only suspicious, they are tired, they are

fed up with regional government.
I would like the Treasurer to know,

through the record at least, that the tax-

payers have had it. Imposed in the name
of efficiency, with promises of tax savings,
the regional government in Hamilton-Went-
worth is a sad tale of confusion, duplicity,

misadministration, duplication of services,

reduction of services, and higher taxes. It is

a sad mess.

The Treasurer, if he were here, would
recall the recommendations of the Steele

commission. Had that report been imple-
mented and regional services implemented

gradually with public input, in the demo-
cratic process as we know it, the regional

system of government as we see it today

might have worked. This, of course, wasn't

done and our system of regional government
as we have it today is not working.

It is costing every taxpayer in the prov-

ince of Ontario a great deal of money, for

the taxpayers of Ontario supplement the cost

of regional government not only through
direct conditional grants, they also do it

through the cost of running the province

of Ontario, TEIGA specifically, to assist

the employees of that ministry specifically, in

the administration of their duties related

to regional government.
In Flamborough, for instance, taxes are

up roughly 30 per cent. A taxpayer in the

township of Flamborough pays roughly 57

per cent on his tax dollar for regional pur-

poses. In the city of Hamilton, it is 47

per cent.

I am disappointed that the Treasurer of

the province of Ontario has not taken the

time to respect my question, and I suppose
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inherently the question from the member
for Wentworth, and of course the question
of my leader in requesting an independent
review.

Interjection.

Mr. Cunningham: I would only say to

him through you, Mr. Speaker, that that is

indicative, I suppose, of the attitude of this

government and the longer that they pro-

pose—

Mr. Wildman: Arrogant.

Mr. Cunningham: —to delay and abrogate
their responsibilities, I say the longer they
are inflicting the hardship on my con-

stituents. I want to say I am unalterably

opposed to that kind of disrespect to my
taxpayers and my constitutents. I think this

is just the height of abrogation of responsi-

bility and the longer that they abrogate that

responsibility, the longer they are going to

be in a minority situation. John Smith, who
said it was a good idea, is gone. Art Meen
is gone. John White is gone. Don Ewen is

gone. They are all gone.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Your
five minutes have expired.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You are gone. Sit down.
You are gone now. You just got dusted off.

Mr. Cunningham: Oh no, I am not gone.
I am in by 10,000 votes.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is there any member
of the executive council who wishes to speak
at this time?

Mr. Breithaupt: You are the only member
of the executive council present at this time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If not, I deem the

motion to adjourn to have been carried.

The House adjourned at 10:40 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this is

not in the nature of a statement particularly,

but I simply want to apologize to you, sir,

and to the member for Wentworth North (Mr.

Cunningham) for being unable to be here

at 10:30 last evening. I was detained on

government business and I do apologize to

the member.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

LEGAL REPRESENTATION
OF CHILDREN

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to present to the House today the

report of the committee on the representa-
tion of children in the provincial court

family division. The interest in the legal rep-
resentation of children is part of the greater
concern for the position and protection of

children in Ontario today.
This report has considered the issue of

child representation in the context of existing

legislation; namely, part II of The Child
Welfare Act and The Juvenile Delin-

quents Act. The committee has recognized
that a children's services division of the

Ministry of Community and Social Services
has recently been established and has re-

sponsibility to review The Child Welfare
Act, and that legislative reform by the fed-
eral government may occur in respect to

The Juvenile Delinquent Act.

In its review of the present position in

relation to the representation of children,
the committee has looked to developments
outside Ontario and, indeed, outside Canada,
to benefit from the experience of other juris-
dictions.

Central to the inquiry concerning legal

representation for children is the recognized
necessity of striking a balance between two
critically important issues: the interests of
children to have legal representation, and
the rights and responsibilities of adults to

make decisions on behalf of children. This
issue is especially important in the case of

proceedings under part II of The Child Wel-
fare Act. The committee makes reference to
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the statutory mandate conferred upon Chil-

dren's Aid Societies by The Child Welfare

Act, namely, to protect children where neces-

sary.

In particular, the report proposes that a

judge of a provincial court family division

should have the power to appoint counsel
to represent a child at a hearing under part
II of The Child Welfare Act. At present,
this power does not exist.

As well, the report proposes the estab-

lishment of pilot projects for the purpose
of providing information and experience that

does not now exist so as to structure a

system of legal representation for children.

These one-year projects would be set up in

connection with the provincial court family
division. Among other tasks, the projects
would determine under what circumstances

legal representation for children should be

required and assess the relative merits of

existing methods of providing legal repre-
sentation for children.

I will be studying the implications and
recommendations of the report and will be

discussing it with my colleague, the Minister

of Community and Social Services (Mr.

Norton), who will have a major interest in

these proposals. In addition, I invite public

comment and debate on this issue. I recog-

nize that much is yet to be done if an ade-

quate system of legal representation for

children is to be established in Ontario.

ABKO LABORATORIES

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I would also like

to inform members that yesterday the Crown

applied to a Supreme Court of Ontario judge
for his consent to prefer an indictment in

the case involving Abko Medical Labora-

tories and two of its principals. The applica-

tion by the Crown was granted.

The judge of the Supreme Court ordered

that his reasons for his decision not be
made public in the interest of fairness to the

accused persons in relation to the trial. I am
satisfied that no judge of the Supreme Court

would consent to such an application for

the matter to proceed to trial unless the

judge felt the procedure was fair to the

accused persons.
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HUDAC PROGRAM
Hon. Mr. Rhodes: During the debate on

my ministry's estimates last week, the hon.

member for Oshawa (Mr. Rreaugh) raised

the matter of a special warrant of $600,000

to the HUDAC new home warranty program.

At that time, I indicated I would be making

a statement in the House.

As you are aware, Mr. Speaker, the

HUDAC new home warranty program was

introduced to protect home buyers from

financial losses resulting from builders' bank-

ruptcies or other difficulties. The program
as implemented contained a warranty to

ensure against loss of down payments of up
to $20,000 for all housing units sold after

January 1, 1977. It also covers correcting

any construction faults.

However, some purchasers of condominium
units bought before the January 1 introduction

date have not received their deeds. If a

builder were in difficulties, it is possible

these home buyers could lose their down

payments.
A case of this type was brought to our

attention. The condominium purchasers found
their down payments were in jeopardy, and

some of their deposits are quite substantial.

It has been alleged that a trust account

was violated, and the purchasers would be
left with neither ownership nor their de-

posit money. At the request of the Ministry
of Consumer and Commercial Relations, my
ministry had discussions with the Ontario

Council of HUDAC, the warranty board

overseeing the program and Consumer and
Commercial Relations representatives to find

a solution.

A special fund of at least $800,000 is being
set up to cover any deposits that might be
lost by condominium purchasers where the

sale had taken place prior to the January
1 warranty introduction date but where
deeds have not been received by home buyers.
The funds from the Ministry of Housing
budget will assist the warranty board to

reimburse the deposits. Plans are also in hand
to increase down payment protection in-

surance for units sold after a particular date,
which has yet to be established.

}
ORAL QUESTIONS

ELECTRICIANS' STRIKE

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question of the

Minister of Labour. In view of the current

strike of union electricians in Toronto and
the allegations that this strike is beginning
to have very detrimental effects in terms of

subway completion as well as other construc-

tion projects and employment generally, can

the minister tell the House whether she is

thinking of taking any extraordinary measures

to assist in the resolution of this dispute,

apart from the mediator or arbitrator whom
I think she has already appointed? Has she

considered, for instance, a disputes advisory

committee or some other mechanism that

might bring this to a speedy resolution?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes.

Mr. Wildman: Which one?

Mr. S. Smith: I thought the question was

worded in a reasonably open manner and

was not intended to be in any way dis-

putatious.

Mr. Hodgson: So was the answer.

Mr. S. Smith: Let me ask then by way
of a supplementary, could the minister be

kind enough to elaborate on her first answer

in order to enlighten us as to whether she

is considering having a disputes advisory

committee specifically, or some other par-

ticular method, and what she thinks are the

prospects for success in this case?

Mr. Wildman: Just tighten it up and say

"no."

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. minister

has the floor.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I have not decided

on either of the two mechanisms which I

think might be useful at this time because

I feel there is a role for further mediation

intervention at this point. That is the course

we are pursuing at this time with some hope
of finding a solution to the problem.

Mr. Bolan: You haven't done anything.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, that's not true,

Mr. Speaker. Indeed the mediation process

has been of some success thus far, and I

think there is evidence that it can be further

successful this week.

Mr. S. Smith: I will just ask a brief sup-

plementary if I might. Let me ask it in the

form of a question. Has the minister been in

touch with the mediator and had some reason

to be optimistic, and has she set a time limit

in her own mind as to when she might move

in with another method of settling the dis-

pute, given the costs that will be incurred if

the Spadina line is delayed in its opening?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I

have been in touch with the mediator and

I have had discussions as well with some

others who are involved with this problem,

either directly or tangentially, and it is my
understanding that a further week of con-

tinuation of the dispute will have a poten-

tially detrimental effect upon the Spadina
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subway line. I have some information that

would lead me to believe I can be at least

reasonably optimistic that this will not occur.

Mr. S. Smith: I want to thank the minister

io: the answer. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

HOME SUPPORT PROGRAM

Mr. S. Smith: I have a question for the

Minister of Community and Social Services

regarding the youth community service pro-

gram, the home support program that he

announced on April 21. Can the minister

explain what the present status is, given the

fact that he announced about 700 jobs to be

created, and yet we heard from his ministry

today that only 400 have been "designated"?
How many people are actually working to-

day as a consequence of this particular pro-

gram in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I am not

able to give the precise figure at this point.

I will undertake to obtain that and provide
it to the House and the Leader of the Op-
position tomorrow. As for the numbers not

being entirely filled yet, as I announced at

the time, the program is being implemented
through the municipalities and municipali-
ties have picked up the program at different

rates.

The figure the member quoted—and I must

say I did not see the particular statement he

is referring to; I have been in a cabinet

meeting all morning—presumably reflects the

numbers of committed positions that have
been approved through the municipalities at

this point. Whether that represents the num-
ber of people who are actually actively em-

ployed in the program right now I can't be

certain, but I will find out and respond
further.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
in as much as the list his ministry was kind

enough to give us contains these 400 jobs
that are designated, is the minister not
aware that the jobs designated for Toronto
and for Ottawa-Carleton at least, which are

the only ones we have got hold of so far,
have not been approved by those munici-

palities because of two things? Can he com-
ment on this? The two things they have told

us are, first, the costs they have to incur to

pay the benefits, and second, the fact that

there is no guarantee this funding will con-
tinue past March 1978 and they don't want
to get into programs they are going to be
stuck with?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I really
have no further comment at this point. I

v/ill say, as I announced at the time and the

position is still the same, that we made the

commitment to contribute to the cost of the

salaries of the individuals who would be

hired in the program up to a per diem limit.

The municipalities were, through their own
administration, to deal with the question of

overhead, and that's the same position the

program is in at the present time. I myself
have not had any direct communications
from the municipalities that the member has

mentioned. I will also respond further on
that tomorrow.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary: In view
of the minister's last statement, is it not a

fact that the minister did indeed write to

Metropolitan Toronto advising that the pro-

gram might continue beyond March 1978,
but perhaps not in the form at present con-

templated? Could the minister explain that

letter in the light of his statement that he
hadn't been in communication with Metro?

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Norton: My reference to the

communication with Metro, I apologize, was

specifically with reference to the Leader of

the Opposition's comment about the costs

they would incur. I did, in fact, overlook a

response to the other part of his question.
At the present time, we have made the

commitment to follow through with this pro-

gram throughout this fiscal year. It is a pro-

gram I would like to see continue beyond
this fiscal year, depending on our experience
with it during the course of this next year. As
soon as we are in a position to indicate to

the municipalities our position beyond the

end of this current fiscal year, I will do so.

But until we have had an opportunity to

observe the program in operation it would be
difficult to make long-term commitments. I

think that's a wise position to take.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: I would like

to ask the minister how he expects to get

any experience on this program in Metro-

politan Toronto, when I have found from an

organization in my riding, that wishes to hire

a student under the program, that there are

not even application forms available and the

municipality is not prepared to say when they
will be available. There will be no jobs this

summer unless something is done. I would
ask the minister, will he communicate with

the municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and
find out how that roadblock can be un-

blocked?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Yes, I will. I want to

emphasize that this is not just a summer

program, it is a year-round program.

Mr. McClellan: It goes until March.

Mr. Cassidy: Time will stop on March 31.
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Hon. Mr. Norton: I was not aware of the

problems that the member refers to in Metro-

politan Toronto.

Mrs. Campbell: Following that question
and answer, could the minister explain how it

is going to be a program on a year-round
basis when the municipalities cannot ascertain

what kind of funding they are going to have?

Municipalities must plan, even if the minister

doesn't have to.

Mr. Sargent: Touche.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I am not accustomed to

such rather nasty questions from my good
friend across the House.

Mr. Cassidy: You had better get used to it.

Mr. Roy: She wouldn't do that.

Hon. Mr. Norton: We do plan, and the

municipalities do know at this point what

money is available to them through this pro-

gram up until March 1978. In terms of most

programs, one can really plan on that basis

only for the current fiscal year. As soon as

we have information going beyond that, I

will be sharing it with the municipalities.

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW

Mr. Deans: I have a question for the

Treasurer. Since it appears to be an over-

whelming desire of the regional council of

Hamilton-Wentworth that there should be a

review conducted of the regional structure,

is he prepared to authorize that review?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I indicated that this

was, of course, the point. We are waiting to

hear what kind of review they want. I have

not heard from them this morning nor have

I read any press reports. I am interested to

hear what the member has just reported. Yes,

that is what I indicated in my letter to them
of a month ago, that if they wanted a review

they should say what kind of a review, and
I would sit down and discuss that with them.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Is it possible

for the Treasurer to make a commitment that

the review will be conducted by people who
reside in and have a stake in the regional

government area being reviewed, rather than

someone being sent in either from Toronto

or from outside whose interest in it, though

perhaps honest, certainly wouldn't reflect the

concerns that have been expressed by most of

the residents?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Before I can answer
that question, it may be that the regional
council wants an outsider. I will determine
that first. Then I would suspect that there

would be some degree of consultation before

a commissioner was, or commissioners were

appointed who might or who might not be

from the Hamilton-Wentworth area.

Mr. Cunningham: Supplementary: Could

the Treasurer tell us how long he would

anticipate it would be before such a com-

mission might be established in order that

submissions might be planned and presented

and so that this mess might be straightened

out?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have no idea.

RENFREW NURSING HOME
Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-

tion for the Minister of Health. Further to

the questions that I asked on Monday with

regard to the Grove Park Lodge in Renfrew,

has the minister had, from the inspector, the

report that was to be sent out? Given what

appears to be the serious nature of the com-

plaints that are being lodged, doesn't he

feel this report that he's awaiting should be

delivered post-haste, and that he should

conduct a review with some degree of speed

in order to clear up whether there is an

understaffing problem at the lodge; whether

the 75 residents have available to them

adequate provision for their well-being and

whether the staffing and the firing of staff

have detrimentally affected the level of care

required to be provided under the Act?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: As I indicated to the

member on Monday, an inspection was made

on Sunday. This satisfied that particular in-

spector that the regulations under The

Nursing Home Act were, in fact, being

adhered to. The supervisor was going in on

Monday and I haven't had his report yet.

What with Wednesday being cabinet day,

I was in my office only a few minutes this

morning and the report was not there. I

haven't had an opportunity to discuss it

with my parliamentary assistant who over-

sees that part of the ministry for me.

I know that last evening there was a

telephone exchange between someone in the

local area and the gentleman who heads up

the inspection branch, and he followed it up

again and inquired as to the number of staff

on duty last evening, which I guess would

have been around 5:30 or 6 p.m. He was

satisfied that there were enough staff on

duty for the number of residents in the home,

as of yesterday at 5:30. So we are, in fact,

following up very diligently and very

thoroughly.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Can the min-

ister tell me—surely even by a phone call

this could have been found out—whether there

has been a reduction in staff from the 43 who
were previously there to the 28 that was
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reported to us as being the number now in

place and working?
Secondly, if that is true, can the minister

indicate how it's possible that 28 people
can provide the level of care necessary if

it required 43 people last week to do the

same thing?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't have the figures

in front of me, but my recollection is that

there were 39 staff under the previous

owners; that when the present owners took

over they let 14 go—which reduced the staff

to 25—and hired 14 more. But I'll confirm

that once I have the report from the in-

spector.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Are you not
aware that the situation was somewhat dif-

ferent from the way you describe it; that

they were all let go and that they hired
back 14; that everyone was released with
the possible exception of the supervisor?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't have the

figures in front of me; I'm going stricdy by
memory. The numbers 39, 25 and 14 are

what recur to me. But, as I say, when I've

got the final report, I'll get into that with
the member.
The point is that through two on-site

inspections in the last few days and a phone
check last evening, our staff in the inspec-
tion branch are satisfied that the staffing
ratios are being met and that the patients
are being well cared for.

HOME SUPPORT PROGRAM
Mrs. Campbell: My question is to the

Minister of Community and Social Services.
Is the minister aware that besides the con-
cern expressed-by Metro, at least-as to the
costs of implementing the home support
program, at least one of the agencies sought
to be involved has expressed concern in

these terms—and I would like the minister's
comment: "To amplify—short-lived services
to elderly and handicapped persons are un-
kind and sometimes worse than none at all,

setting expectations or making promises
which cannot be carried out." Could the
minister comment on that statement coming
from one of those supposedly implementing
it?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I must say I would
agree with the sentiments expressed in that

letter if we were talking about what I

conceive of as a short-term program. I do
not believe the program we are discussing
is as described in that letter.

It is intended to supplement existing ser-

vices to the elderly and the disabled in their

homes and to provide non-professional serv-

ices to them in that setting. I would hope
our experience over the next several months
will be such as to encourage us to proceed
further with that program. In other words,
I hope it will be a success.

In further response, since answering the

member's question earlier I have some addi-

tional information that I might share with her.

The figure that was quoted by the Leader

of the Opposition is apparently the number
of commitments we have received from

municipalities as of this date. We are await-

ing approvals from municipal councils on a

number of other situations. Until we have

heard from them, we will not know the

number of commitments they are prepared
to make as councils.

I understand some of the programs are

already under way or activated. I believe

all of the Indian bands are at present acti-

vated. The program of the city of Hamilton,

as I understand it, is at present in opera-

tion. That is the extent of the information

I have to this point.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary: In view

of the answer given, can the minister explain

why it is that included in this list are both

Ottawa-Carleton with 33 and Toronto-pre-

sumably Metro Toronto-at 90? Our infor-

mation is that neither of these is approved

because of the uncertainties as to financing

and, particularly in the case of Metro, be-

cause they would have to expend far more

than they would receive in benefits and

administrative costs.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I will attempt to con-

firm the information that the hon. member

has and then respond further.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Given the

fact that these are services to the elderly

and handicapped and given the fact that

this does require the agencies involved to

screen people and so on—one can't send just

anybody into people's homes—does the minis-

ter not accept that it is necessary to give

some commitment for funding beyond March

1978 if the experiment which he wishes to

carry out, and which we approve, is to have

any chance of success whatsoever?

Mr. Sweeney: Ask the Minister of Energy

(Mr. J. A. Taylor).

Hon. Mr. Norton: I can only reiterate

what I said before, that if the program is

successful, as I hope it will be, we will be

in a position then to communicate with the

municipalities as to the extent of the com-
mitment we will make beyond 1978.



426 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

HUDAC PROGRAM

Mr. Breaugh: I have a question of the

Minister of Housing regarding the state-

ment he made today. Would he care to in-

form the House where this particular case

came up? In particular, we are interested

in knowing in which riding that particular

case was found, and why it was considered

to be appropriate in the middle of an elec-

tion to respond to this issue, which had ob-

viously been presented to the government at

some previous time?

Mr. Warner: Good question.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: First of all, the response
to this particular problem was not during
the middle of an election. The information

came to us prior to the election date. It

took some time to work out the details of

how we could go about being of assistance

in a particular area.

As far as the properties themselves are

concerned it is a firm known as Sherwood
Properties. The building that was causing
us the concern was located at 40 Chichester
Place. I can't tell you what riding; I don't
know.

Mr. Breaugh: What city?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: In Metropolitan Toronto
or in this area; in the city of Toronto or one
of the boroughs. I am not as familiar with
the streets as perhaps I should be.

[2:30]

Mr. Breaugh: Supplementary: Does this

donation to the HUDAC fund cover all citi-

zens who might have been caught in this

particular set of circumstances or only this

one particular project?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I think as

my statement indicated, it is our desire to

make sure in the case of those persons who
have purchased condominium units prior to

January 1, 1977, and whose deeds have not
been registered for whatever reason, that if

anything was to occur they would not lose

their deposits.

I would advise the hon. member and others
that in this particular situation we became
aware of some cases where the individuals
had paid 100 per cent for their particular
units that had gone into this particular fund
and the allegation was that the trust had
been violated.

Mr. Breaugh: Supplementary: The minister
still hasn't been very specific about whether
it covers all people in that circumstance or

just this one particular condominium project.
Would he elaborate on that, and when he
does, would he please give us some further

information? In the last sentence he says he

is going to work out the remainder of the

program and, to use his words, "assist the

warranty board to reimburse the deposits,"

which addresses itself to one specific thing.

He also says that "plans are in hand to in-

crease down-payment protection insurance for

units sold after a particular date, which has

yet to be established." When will we get
that kind of information?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If I can take them in

some semblance of order. First of all, there

have been no other cases drawn to our atten-

tion-

Mr. Breaugh: Oh yes, there have been.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Mr. Speaker, I am say-

ing to the hon. member no other cases have
come to my attention as it relates to this

particular problem. The particular statement

that I've made indicates to him that for any
units that were purchased prior to January 1

and the deeds not registered, the protection
will be there. That's the purpose of this fund;
we extend it back beyond that date. If there

are such cases, then they should be referred

to us, but I am not familiar with them.

As far as continuing the program and the

finalization of it, that is at present being
worked out by the Ministry of Consumer and
Commercial Relations and the board of the

HUDAC warranty plan. This was a new area

that we got into as a result of this particular
matter being brought to our attention.

Mr. Breaugh: Six hundred thousand dollars

covers the one project?

BILINGUAL COURT SERVICES

Mr. Roy: Mr. Deputy Speaker, can I con-

gratulate you, as the hon. member for Perth

(Mr. Edighoffer), on the fine job you are do-

ing?

Mr. Breithaupt: Now, don't start it.

Mr. Ruston: Keep your eye on him.

Mr. Roy: No, I don't intend to spoil things.

I have a question of one of my colleagues,

the Attorney General. Why will he not allow

Gerard Filion, a Canadian citizen, charged
with a criminal offence, to have his trial in

French in this province, just as a citizen from

Ontario if he were in Quebec would have

the choice of having his trial in French or

in English?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I don't accept the

accuracy of my colleague's statement. It de-

pends on all the circumstances. Mr. Filion is

one of 12 or 14 accused persons charged in

a criminal conspiracy. As the member for

Ottawa East is well aware, Mr. Speaker, the

practice requires, in the public interest gener-
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ally speaking, unless there are very unusual

circumstances, for accused persons charged
in a conspiracy to be tried together.
The member is well aware, I suggest, of

the public interest in that matter. Further-

more, 95 per cent of the witnesses are

English speaking; 95 per cent of the docu-

mentation, which is voluminous, is in English.
As a matter of interest, Mr. Filion is perfectly

bilingual. But notwithstanding that fact, we
have indicated that simultaneous translation

services will be afforded if they can be of

assistance to him.

In our view it would be a very serious de-

parture to separate one accused in a charge
related to a conspiracy and have him tried

separately simply because that individual

wishes to have his trial in French or in

English, as the case may be.

Having said that, I will say that I am
very concerned about this whole issue of pro-

viding for French-language services in our

courts. I think, as the member for Ottawa
East knows, that the present Attorney Gen-
eral has made considerable efforts during the

past year to extend these services in the prov-
ince of Ontario. On Friday I will be making
a statement to the House, an up-to-date re-

port, as to what we've accomplished to date

in relation to the extension of French-lan-

guage services in our courts.

At the same time, I think that regrettably
there is some misunderstanding about the

manner in which the Filion case is being
handled. There is misunderstanding not only
in this province but in the province of Que-
bec. As a matter of fact, I intend to be in

Montreal tomorrow and part of the reason

for my visit there is to set the record a

l.ttle clearer as to just what the facts are in

relation to Mr. Filion's trial, as well as What
we're trying to accomplish for our French-

speaking citizens generally in the province
of Ontario.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Supplementary, the

member for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker-
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Sorry, Ottawa East.

I made an error.

Mr. Roy: Please, you're the third party
now.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I was identi-

fied by you. Do you not know your own
colleagues?

Mr. Roy: I think it's a rule, Mr. Speaker,
that the questioner has the first supplemen-
tary.

Mr. Cassidy: Just keep him out of my rid-

ing, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Roy: There's all sorts of potential on

this side.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for

Ottawa East may continue with his question.

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary: In response to

the minister's answer, recognizing the prob-
lem in the Filion case—and I appreciated
that with 14 accused, a conspiracy trial and

all, the general rule is to try to keep all the

accused together—would the Attorney Gen-
eral not agree with me, whether Filion was
alone or not, in this province because of

section 127 of The Judicature Act he still

cannot have his trial in French? Laudable as

the Attorney General's efforts are in the pilot

projects—and I congratulate him for that—

the fact still remains, does it not, that there

is a problem. In fact, the rights of English-

speaking Qucbeckers as to trials in French
or in English are legislated in the province
oj: Quebec, whereas in Ontario wc are still

prohibited from having a trial in French,

apart from the pilot projects in Sudbury,
Ottawa and so on.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: The member for

Ottawa East is quite correct in relation to

the section of The Judicature Act to which
he referred, that English is the language of

the courts in Ontario. There is no question
about that.

Mr. Roy: Only English.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think it is one of

the realities we have to face in this province,

despite our desire to accommodate our

French-speaking citizens, which is a very
important and I believe a very legitimate

goal. The fact of the matter is, despite the

fluency of the member for Ottawa East in

both languages, we do not have a bilingual
bar in Ontario and we do not have a bi-

lingual judiciary.

Mr. Roy: That's not so.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: This creates some

very serious practical problems.

Mr. Roy: In areas.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Even in areas for

those lawyers—a very tiny percentage—who
are fluent in both languages. Most of those

who are fluent in the French language, for

example, invariably have been educated at

an English-speaking law school and feel un-

comfortable pleading in French, as I've been
told my many of our colleagues.

Mr. Warner: That is no reason to give up.

Mr. Roy: That is the next step, law school.

Mr. Cassidy: You hear what you want to

hear.
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: We're trying to

remedy this situation. The Minister of Col-

leges and Universities (Mr. Parrott) has an-

nounced grants to the University of Ottawa

to try to facilitate the education of law
students in the French language in order to

remedy this problem.

Mr. Cassidy: This sounds like the white

Rhodesians.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: But at the present
time we do have a serious problem in respect
to legal resources and judicial resources for

people who are comfortable and are able to

carry on in both languages.

Mr. Warner: You are going to give up;
you are not going to do anything.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: I find it

hard not to be provoked by the defeatist

attitude of the Attorney General. I want to

ask this, though—
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Oh, get off it!

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Are you running for

leader?

Mr. Martel: I hear the Attorney General
is.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You shouldn't mention
the two of them in the same breath.

Mr. Cassidy: Speak for yourself.

Mr. Martel: The member for Ottawa
Centre is much more competent.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I've got a $1 bill here
that says the member won't vote for him.
In fact, I've got a $2 bill.

Mr. Martel: It is your friend you want.

Hon. Mr. Davis: A $5 bill, actually.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, it's

your House.

Supplementary: Given that the offer of

simultaneous translation has been made to

Mr. Filion, do we now understand that this

will also be offered to other French-speaking
defendants who have a case going forward
at a higher level of the courts which are not
under the jurisdictions of the pilot projects
of Sudbury and Ottawa?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, every
individual appearing before courts in this

province has the basic right to an interpreter
regardless of what the language is, if it's

necessary to have that assistance with respect
to following the evidence or, indeed, giving
evidence. As to the issue of simultaneous

translation, it will depend on the circum-

stances. A lengthy trial, like what is an-

ticipated in the Filion trial, in our view would
warrant this substantial expenditure so far

as simultaneous translation is concerned. In

the average trial, it is not necessary. As a

matter of fact, it was not requested by Mr.

Filion at any time. I should make that very
clear.

Mr. Cassidy: He asked for a trial in French,
of course.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: So it would depend
on where the circumstances warrant it.

Mr. Wildman: Why wouldn't you give him
simultaneous translation?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Final

supplementary by the member for Ottawa
Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Is this the first time simul-

taneous translation has been offered to a

defendant who is French-speaking; and if

so, why is it that it was pressure in the

French press in Montreal-

Mr. Roy: It is not.

Mr. Cassidy: —created this, when years of

efforts by francophones in Ontario have not

been able to get that in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: To my knowledge, it's

not the first time that it's been offered, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, can I ask a final

supplementary?

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would say to the

member for Ottawa East that I stated that

would be the final supplementary. I recognize
the member for Hamilton East.

Mr. Breaugh: Atta boy, slap him down.
We'll back you.

Mr. Roy: Did you say it was my final

supplementary, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Hodgson: Come on, you said he was

doing such a good job. Sit down, Albert.

An hon. member: Sit down, you frog.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. I recognize the

member for Hamilton East.

Mr. Roy: Can I get up on a retraction?

CUSTOM AGGREGATES

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, a question to

the Minister of Labour: I'm wondering if the

minister is aware of the potentially ugly situa-

tion that's developed in the last two or three

days at the strike at Custom Aggregates in

Aberfoyle, where the company attempted to

bring out truck loads from the quarry on

Thursday of last week and Tuesday of this

week, and in the process nearly ran down one
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of the workers? And can she give us any
further report on the strike and the efforts of

her mediator, Mr. Ladti, that I had asked her

about back in March, recognizing that the

strike is now 11 months old and the workers
who are replacing those in the plant in most

cases now are from the province of Quebec;
the local people are just out in the cold?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm not sure of the

veracity of all of the remarks made by the

hon. member for Hamilton East. I would have
to check-

Mr. Wildman: You can be sure.

Mr. Cassidy: He is usually right and you
are usually wrong.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The allegations re-

garding the site of origin of certain of the

workers who are there now do not tally with

some of the things I've heard. I don't have
an up-to-date report today, Mr. Speaker. I

shall try to get one and have it for the mem-
ber tomorrow.

Mr. Mackenzie: Supplementary: Is it pos-
sible that she could have her ministry do

something to try to defuse the situation, which
I understand is rather nasty right at the

moment?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, we
always try to do that sort of thing if we can.

Mr. Swart: Seldom with success.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, that's not true—

BOARD-TEACHER DISPUTES

Mr. Gregory: My question was for the

Minister of Education, but he's not in the

chamber. Perhaps I could direct the question
to the Premier. In view of the recent un-

fortunate experience we had in Peel with the

work-to-rule campaign conducted by the Peel

teachers, and in view of the possibility that

this could occur in other parts of the prov-

ince, I'm wondering if there's a possibility of

having a review of The School Boards and
Tcochers Collective Negotiations Act with a

view to speeding up the negotiation process
in an attempt to avoid further work-to-rule

campaigns?

[2:45]

Mr. Gaunt: Ah, the Premier knows all about
that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Having had some indirect

personal involvement with the situation in

Peel, I understand the question from the hon.
member for Mississauga East. I think it is a

matter, though, that the Minister of Educa-
tion himself would like to deal with more
directly, because I know he has a very great
interest in the subject.

He has now arrived and, I'm sure, Mr.

Speaker, in your new responsibilities, you
would certainly like to give the member for

Mississauga East an opportunity to restate his

question to the minister now that he is

present.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Would the member
for Mississauga East like to redirect his ques-
tion?

Mr. Gregory: The question is to the Minis-
ter of Education. In view of the recent rather
bad experience we had in Peel region with
the work-to-rule campaign conducted by the
Peel Secondary Teachers' Association, and
because of the possibility that this might recur
in other parts of the province, I'm wondering
if the minister would consider a review of

The School Boards and Teachers Collective

Negotiations Act, 1975, with a view to speed-
ing up the negotiation process in the hope
that this will not occur again?

Hon. Mr. Wells: If my friend is asking for

a complete review of the bill, no, I do not
intend to undertake a complete review of the

School Boards and Teachers Collective

Negotiations Act. We have had ongoing dis-

cussions with boards and teachers' groups as

to amendments that could be brought forward
in this bill; that process has been going on.

We are, of course, ultimately looking to

correct any deficiencies. I'm sure we'll be

having a discussion later on in our estimates

in this particular area.

I think it's worth pointing out that, not-

withstanding the very troublesome times that

were had in Peel and several other areas,

there were over 170-odd contracts that were

negotiated between boards and teachers

under the bill and agreements were arrived

at without the unfortunate kind of circum-

stances that occurred in Peel.

The real problem in Peel was a work-to-

rule situation, which in the wisdom of this

government and this House was felt should

be brought under the aegis of the bill and
should be classified as a strike. I feel that

decision was a right one and that a work-to-

rule situation should be classified as a strike,

that groups participating in that kind of a

sanction should have to go through all of the

processes of Bill 100.

I think the question of speeding up nego-
tiations in any area is one which is of con-

cern to us all. It is the responsibility of the

Education Relations Commission, that is their

job. They realize that and endeavour, in any
area where a dispute is dragging on, to

attempt all measures that will speed up nego-
tiations.
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INJURED WORKERS' BENEFITS

Mr. Mancini: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Labour. I wonder if the Minister of

Labour can inform the House what action

she has taken since she has become Minister

of Labour to ensure that the injured workers

of this province could make payments into

the Canada Pension Plan and into the UIC
scheme?

Hon. B. Stephenson: There have been

negotiations going on in Ottawa between the

Workmen's Compensation Board and those

with responsibility for Canada Pension and
the unemployment insurance program for the

past several years. There has been some
accommodation made in the area of certain

of the benefits which are available from the

federal level, but indeed there has not been
total accommodation in terms of the Canada
Pension plan nor unemployment insurance. It

is our hope that the ongoing discussions will

bear some fruit in a relatively short period
of time but this is a federal matter. It is a

matter which we are attempting to resolve

to the benefit of the injured workmen but

we have not as yet been successful.

NURSES' DISPUTE

Mr. Bounsall: I also have a question of

the Minister of Labour. What action has she

proposed to the cabinet and what action is

she prepared to take herself as a result of

the Industrial Inquiry Commission Report by
John Sheriff for the resolution of the now
long-outstanding dispute between the public
health nurses and the public health boards
across Ontario, in as much as the Premier
announced several times during the election

campaign, and since, that action will be
taken by no later than June 30?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It's unfortunate that
the hon. member was not in the House last

week when I answered the question specifi-

cally for one of the members of the official

opposition.

We have, indeed, received the report of
Mr. Sheriff. It has been examined in con-
junction with the Ontario Nurses' Association
and the Association of Boards of Health. I

have had some discussions with my cabinet
colleague, the Minister of Health (Mr. Tim-
brell), and with other members of cabinet.
We are proposing further meetings, I hope
early next week. Indeed, there is a meeting
tomorrow.

It is my understanding that the Premier
said nothing about having a solution by
June 30 but indeed promised on one occasion
in Renfrew that he would meet with the
representatives of the Ontario Nurses' Associa-

tion for that area before June 30. It has not
been possible to arrange it by that date, but
I think that meeting is this week.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary: Will the

minister be supporting the very reasonable
ONA position, which is the dropping of

their request for arbitration and a return to

the bargaining table provided it is ensured
that at least parity with hospital nurses is

paid for the year 1976 as a start?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the first

statement in the hon. member's reading of

what is obviously a message from the ONA
is one that I have not heard. I should be

pleased to hear it.

Mr. S. Smith: Neither have I. You'd like

them to drop arbitration?

Hon. B. Stephenson: They have not con-

sidered, to my knowledge, dropping arbitra-

tion.

Mr. Bounsall: That's right, and return—

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, Mr. Speaker, I

have not heard that from the Ontario Nurses'
Association.

Mr. S. Smith: Neither have I.

KITCHENER JAIL INCIDENT

Mr. Sweeney: I have a question of the

Acting Minister of Correctional Services, deal-

ing with the recent event in the Kitchener

jail whereby two male prisoners were forced

to strip in front of a female guard.

Mr. Drea: A female guard?

Mr. Sweeney: Can the minister explain how
his inspector, a Mr. Victor Villeneuve,
arrived at his decision to drop all charges,
when he did not question the two male

prisoners involved and questioned only one
of six witnesses?

Mr. Drea: This is a female guard?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I don't

know what charges the member has reference

to, but I will get some information on it.

One of our problems, of course, in dealing
with correctional institutions is the matter

of the fact that we are trying to hire and

engage a larger percentage of women in the

institutions. At the same time, the percentage
we are trying to acquire is in no way a

comparison with the ratio between men and
women in those institutions. In other words,
we have far more men in institutions than

we do women, and if we want the women
to do equal jobs then we get some troubles.

The matter mentioned here is certainly of

concern to us and one that we try to handle

discreetly, but as far as dropping any charges
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and what the member has reference to there,

I will need to get information.

SUDBURY METALS FATALITIES

Mr. Germa: Mr. Speaker, my question is

to the Attorney General, with reference to

the deaths of three workers at the Sudbury
Metals plant in October of last year as the

result of an explosion. Taking into considera-

tion the evidence that came forth in the

testimony at the coroner's inquiry and tak-

ing into consideration the verdict of the cor-

oner's jury, last March I asked the minister

to consider launching criminal charges against
the management of Sudbury Metals. Has he

yet to consider the evidence, or has he made
a decision whether to press charges? Other-

wise, can he explain why he is dragging his

feet?

Mr. Martel: Here's your chance.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I recall

that the member for Sudbury drew the mat-
ter to my attention some time ago and my
last recollection is that I requested staff to

review the transcript. I thought it was being
reviewed by the local Crown attorney in

Sudbury to see whether any recommenda-
tions should be made with respect to the

laying of charges.
I don't have any recollection of having

received any report on the matter, Mr.

Speaker, but I will endeavour to find out for

the member what has transpired since he first

broached the subject to me and I will try
to report back to him in the Legislature as

soon as possible.

OHTB BUS LICENCE

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications: How much money has Gray
Coach lost since the pending Greyhound take-

over started, and also by using their lines?

Also, when is the report coming down from
the Highway Transport Board on the take-

over?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, to the first

question, I do not have any information relat-

ing to the financial operations of Gray Coach
over the past few months. To the second

question, I answered that question to the

member's leader, within the last two or three

days I believe.

Mr. Sargent: Would the minister repeat
the answer for me?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, if I may
repeat the answer, I believe the chairman of

the Highway Transport Board has now com-

pleted, or almost completed, writing his re-

port and is about to send it to the printers
within the next few days. As soon as the

report is received I will be releasing it.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary: Will the
minister be taking into consideration in his

decision that Gray Coach has announced that

up to 270 drivers may have to be released if

the decision goes against them?

Mr. Drea: That's not true.

Mr. Sweeney: Gray Coach has so claimed.

Mr. Drea: Not true, not true.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, as you know,
the decision of the Highway Transport
Board—

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please, the
hon. minister.

Hon. Mr. Snow: As you know, the de-
cision of the Highway Transport Board has
been appealed to cabinet. Certain evidence or

response by the petitioners has been for-

warded to cabinet. The new hearing into the

matter, under specific terms of reference, was
carried out at great length. This report will be
coming forward to cabinet and to the peti-

tioners, and they will no doubt be responding
to that report. I am sure all this evidence
will be taken into consideration by the
cabinet when the decision is made on the

appeal.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary: Is the minis-
ter contemplating any more such licences in

any other part of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I am not aware of every
application that is made to the Ontario High-
way Transport Board. I have no idea whether
there are other applications by bus companies
for such routes or not; there are none that I

know of at this time.

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Could the
minister explain what connection Ontario
Northland s decision to cut one route between
Wawa and Sault Ste. Marie has with Grey-
hound's increased service as a result of their

application?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Would the member say
that again? I am sorry, I didn't understand

just what his question is.

Mr. Wildman: Could the minister explain
what connection Ontario Northland's decision

to cut one of their runs between Wawa and
Sault Ste. Marie has to Greyhound's increased

service, which is related to their application
for the Gray Coach route between Sudbury
and Toronto?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I was not aware of a de-

cision by Ontario Northland to reduce any
service between Wawa and Sault Ste. Marie.
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I. have not met with Ontario Northland' for

the last short while, but this may very well

have been a decision of the board or manage-
ment to make some cut. I think I can under-

stand there is a possibility that because of

changes in schedules, because of additional

service along Highway 17 being offered now
by Greyhound—and I think the hon. member
would be the first to admit that a tremen-

dously increased and improved service is

being offered all through northern Ontario by
Greyhound Lines—it may be that some adjust-

ment in schedules was necessary.

I do not believe that particular route of

Ontario Northland was very well patronized
in any case but it was being run as a service

to the public. It may be that now, with the

increased Greyhound service, that is not

needed; and it may very well be for economic
reasons rather than just for reasons of service

that an adiustment has been made.

Mr. Stokes: As a result of that supplemen-
tary answer, may I ask a brief supplementary?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The member for Lake

Nipiffon.

[3:00]

Mr. Stokes: Since it is the expressed in-

tention of Greyhound to increase their ser-

vices in northern Ontario will the minister see

whether or not Greyhound, in concert with
the Ontario Northland Transportation Com-
mission, will establish feeder lines to connect
with existing traffic along Highway 17 to

serve the largest community in the riding of

Lake Nipigon, namely Manitouwadge, and

places like Sioux Lookout that find themselves

anywhere from 40 to 50 miles off the main
routes? Will the minister act in concert with
the Ontario Northland Transportation Com-
mission-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Are you coming to the

question mark?

Mr. Stokes: —and Greyhound to ensure

they get that kind of service?

Mr. Wildman: Also a better time schedule.

Mr. Drea: It takes them a while. Its free

enterprise versus socialism.

Mr. Roy: I notice, Frank, you are back.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I would have to discuss

this and get additional information before I

could give an answer as to the availability of

service or the possibility of improving service

from certain municipalities out to the main
line.

Mr. Sargent: You'd better check it out with
Eddie Goodman anyway.

GRANDVIEW FACILITY
Mr. Davidson: A question to the Solicitor

General in his role as Acting Minister of

Correctional Services. Can the minister advise

us as to the current status of the former

Grandview School in Cambridge; andl what

plans, if any, is his ministry proposing for

the buildings other than Churchill House on
that complex?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I am not able to do

that, but I will get that information, sir.

Mr. Davidson: Supplementary: Is the

minister then aware of a letter dated June
15 to the council in the city of Cambridge
from a Mr. John Jones, regional volunteer

program coordinator, which contains the

following line: "The repopulation of the

total complex." Is the ministry planning on

turning that entire complex into an adult

detention centre?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I'm not aware of that

letter, but I said I would get the informa-

tion on the status.

Mr. Warner: He doesn't have anything
over there.

HYDRO LAND ACQUISITIONS

Mr. Reed: I have a question for the

Minister of Energy: Is Hydro's recent offer

to purchase outright, plus injurious affection,

to certain landowners on the corridor route

west of Colbeck, now going to be made to

all landowners along proposed corridor

routes in future?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: There have been guide-
lines circulated recently in terms of policy
and acquisition of lands so as to have a
minimum impact on the people and to assist

them in their negotiations for settlement.

Yes, those guidelines will have application

throughout.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary: Could the min-

ister tell us if this offer on this specific

corridor does not prejudice the hearings of

necessity that are now under way on another

section of the same route, considering that

a ministerial decision is going to be neces-

sary after the hearings are concluded?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I think the member
is referring to the third section of the south-

ern section of the route, which is currently

before the inquiry officer. No, this is a

question of amicable settlement with the

landowners and, of course, when you go to

expropriation and arbitration of course then

that's in the hands of the arbitration board.

There's no change in terms of that proce-

dure, which is statutory.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary: Knowing that

the results of the hearings have to be subject

to a ministerial decision, and knowing there
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would be a ministerial decision involved in

the offer to purchase along another section

of the same corridor, would not one tend

to prejudice the other?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: No, in that the northern

two sections have in fact been expropriated.

At that time, of course, prior to an arbitra-

tion, those acquisitions hopefully can be set-

tled in a friendly fashion with the owners.

In regard to the southern section, that is

presently before the inquiry officer. His

report comes to me and I make a decision

and issue reasons for the decision; following

that, of course, the formal expropriation plan
is signed and registered. At that stage, again,

hopefully, those acquisitions will be made
in a friendly fashion and the prices nego-

tiated. If prices cannot be negotiated, then

of course the procedure is to go before the

arbitrator and the Land Compensation
Board to have the price arbitrated.

HIGHWAY 555

Mr. Wildman: I have a question of the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions. Can the minister explain how it is,

even though he stated in this House yester-

day that MTC officials were to meet with

both mine management and union repre-
sentatives from Elliot Lake since the elec-

tion to arrange a commuter service between
Blind River and Elliot Lake, that one of the

local presidents informed me yesterday after-

noon that the unions have had no contact

whatsoever from MTC on this since last

February? Why it is that he waited from

February until June 7 to move on this mat-

ter?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Another press release,

eh? You're all set now, Bud.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I haven't had an oppor-

tunity since the question period, Mr. Speaker.

SPEED LIMITS

Mr. Reid: My question, too, is for the
Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions, and it is in regard to speed limits

through Indian reserves.

In view of the number of deaths that have
occurred on Indian reserves where provincial

highways have run through them, will the

minister move his ministry to reduce the

speed limits through Indian reserves and to

post warning signs on both sides, entering
and leaving reserves?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I don't know whether any
are missing, Mr. Speaker, but it is certainly

ministry policy that there be signs indicating

the boundaries of reserves on provincial high-

ways.

Mr. Reid: But the ministry won't neces-

sarily lower the speed limit.

Hon. Mr. Snow: If the member knows of

some that are missing, then I would be

pleased to know of them.
With regard to the speed limits, I believe

we should be looking at speed limits relating
to the particular situation in each reserve; I

don't think conditions are the same in all

reserves. Of course, when travelling on a

highway through a reserve there are usually
vast open areas as well as areas that are more
built-up. I think speed limits certainly should
be established for the built-up areas to be

compatible with that particular area, but not

necessarily a special speed limit through a
whole reserve.

I have been dealing with these particular

requests from reserves on the basis of that

specific reserve. In some cases we have
lowered the speed limits and the chiefs have
been quite appreciative of it and have been

quite agreeable to what we have done.

Mr. Reid: Would you look into the Sabas-

kong reserve?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes, if the member will

send me copies of that correspondence he

showed me a few moments ago, I'll be glad
to have that particular one reviewed specifi-

cally.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The question period

has expired.

Petitions.

REPORT

ESTIMATES, MINISTRY OF HOUSING

Mr. J. Johnson from the standing resources

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following

amounts to defray the expenses of the Minis-

try of Housing be granted to Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1978:

Ministry administration pro-

gram $ 7,436,000

Community planning program .. 109,469,000

Community development pro-

gram 8,024,000

Ontario Housing Corporation

program 134,002,000

Ontario Mortgage Corporation

program 99,810,000
North Pickering Development

Corporation program 2,761,000
Home buyers grant program .... 20,897,000

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Motions.
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

AUDIT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading of

Bill 43, An Act to revise The Audit Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Members will recall

that before dissolution I had tabled for first

reading The Audit Act, Bill 24, accompanied

by sessional paper No. 39, a compendium
relating to it. I now have one minor amend-

ment to section l(aXiv) of the bill as I pre-

sented it to the House on April 6. It was and

still is tiie intent of this section of the bill

that die Provincial Auditor will have all last

audits of agencies of the Crown performed
under his direction. Today's amendment
further clarifies this intention.

I would also like to inform the members
that the Institute of Chartered Accountants

will be submitting to me a report on this

legislation, which will be considered prior to

second reading.

TORONTO AREA TRANSIT OPERATING
AUTHORITY AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved first reading of Bill

44, An Act to amend The Toronto Area

Transit Operating Authority Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. Mr. Snow: The amendment to The
Toronto Area Transit Operating Authority Act
which I have just introduced extends the

area of jurisdiction to include the regional

municipalities of Durham, Halton and Hamil-
ton-Wentworth. The amendment also clarifies

the authority's responsibility to carry parcel

express and gives the authority the ability to

enter into local service agreements with

municipalities and municipal transit authori-

ties.

FARM PRODUCTS PAYMENTS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. W. Newman moved frrst reading of

Bill 45, An Act to amend The Farm Products

Payments Act.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. W. Newman: This bill is a result of

the financial protection task force I appointed
last year which made its report and the report
has been tabled.

Mr. Sargent: Take the marbles out of your
mouth. I can't hear you.

Hon. W. Newman: You can't hear me?
Mr. Sargent: Speak into your mike.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Put your hearing aid

on.

Mr. Sargent: It isn't working.

Hon. W. Newman: You need more than

your hearing aid.

The purpose of this bill is to make it pos-

sible for farm commodity groups to set up
producer and buyer commodity groups to

protect producers from financial loss in the

case of bankruptcies in the agricultural com-

munity.

LIQUOR LICENCE AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Drea moved first reading of Bill 46,

An Act to amend The Liquor Licence Act,

1975.

Motion agreed to.

[3:15]

Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker there are two sec-

tions in this amendment. The first would

restore to the board the discretion to refuse an

application where there is an existing premises

within one-half mile of the new one.

The second subsection, which probably will

entertain the House a little bit more, is to

restore to the board what the courts took

away, and that is entertainment standards.

There would be an advertisement on the

outside of the premises stating exactly what

the entertainment consists of, and secondly
the entertainment would have to be approved

by the board. I think that's in conformity
with things being done in New York state at

the moment, which is that ladies who are

entertaining in licensed premises are going to

wear clothing.

Mr. Laughren: Have you considered being

a one-man judge, Frank?

Mr. Cassidy: Are you going to censor scripts

as well as cut out political satire?

Mr. Drea: If you are the kind of person

who goes in for that, I'm sorry to take it

away from you.

Mr. Cassidy: That is potentially a very

dangerous bill, very dangerous. It is the news-

papers next.

Mr. Drea: You have always been soft on

porn, Cassidy, keep it up.

Mr. Cassidy: Are you going to censor the

newspapers next?

Mr. Drea: You have always been soft on it;

that's why the arrests are in your riding and

you know it.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Drea: Maybe we should censor a

couple of yours, like The Brothers in Ottawa.
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ORDERS OF THE DAY

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved second reading of

Bill 19, An Act to amend The Highway
Traffic Act.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do you have any
opening comments, Mr. Minister? Order,

please.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Snow: If I can get the attention

of the House, Mr. Speaker, I might attempt
to make some comment. I really don't have

very much to say regarding this bill Mr.

Speaker. It is, I think, quite self explanatory.
There are basically no changes in policy as

far as the bill is concerned. The bill converts

from the imperial system to the metric sys-

tem the speed! limits, distances and other

regulations regarding the highway system. I

will be introducing two amendments in the

committee stage. Copies of these amendments
have been delivered to the critics from the

two opposition parties; and I will have these

two amendments to introduce when we get

into committee.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, very briefly

I want to indicate that we will support the

bill as it stands. I would like to make a couple
of comments, though, on the legislation. One

thing I would like to ask the minister; I hope
he will consider an effective communications

program when this bill takes effect so that

the drivers in the province of Ontario are

well aware of the changes we are contemplat-

ing here. I know that when you do move
from the imperial system to a metric situation,

there are a number of people, young and old,

who find! themselves somewhat confused by
the change or are not familiar with it in any
way.
With things as important as speed limits

and distances on highways, I think it's im-

portant, too, that options be available. I

would hope that the minister might consider,

when posting these changes, the maintenance

for a number of years of the current imperial

system as we know it. I know it is going to

be very difficult, especially for people with

older cars, to accommodate themselves to

rapid overnight change. I know myself, even
now I am still somewhat in doubt as to

comparisons in temperature between Celsius

and Fahrenheit and I must admit I'm much
more comfortable with the old Fahrenheit

system.

I hope that the minister will entertain

these suggestions in the spirit I offer them.
I would only say to him that we are in

support of this legislation. In fact I'm not

even sure that we need to go to a great deal

of debate in committee.

Mr. Philip: We're in agreement with the

bill and, unless the minister can give us

some reasons, like the member for Went-
worth North I really question why there

would even be any need for going into

committee. We recognize the bills are

primarily housekeeping bills, that they're part
of a gradual, evolutionary process towards a
world metric system; in spite of the incon-

veniences that they may create for a few of

us who are not used to the system, it's a

process that has to be continued and will be
continued. So we're in support of the bill.

Mr. B. Newman: I wanted to make a few
comments concerning this bill. My big con-
cern is its effect on the tourist traffic. I would
suggest to the minister, seeing that the

United States is not going to adopt the metric

system at this time, that he have some type
of literature provided at all points of entry
into the province of Ontario, especially at the

border with the US. It could be a simple
conversion table so that American tourists

would know definitely that 80 kilometres-

per-hour is the equivalent of 50 miles-per-

hour, so they don't find themselves being

penalized for not realizing that we're dealing
in kilometres and not miles. It could give

any other conversions that are necessary.

Mr. Bounsall: I'd just like to take this

opportunity with respect to this bill to con-

gratulate the minister on making the con-

version at this time. It's long overdue, of

course, and brings us in line with the Euro-

pean countries and most of the rest of the

world. Also I would take this opportunity
to congratulate the minister and the ministry
on the excellent new province of Ontario

road map which they've brought out, with

the metric distances and the increased number
of county roads and towns and villages on
it. It's indeed the best road map I have
ever seen of any province, state or country
in which I've been, and I hope the minister

will pass that on to those persons in his

ministry who are responsible for that.

Mr. Germa: I have just a couple of words
with the minister in relationship to this bill.

Maybe my remarks are not entirely related

to the metrication.

I think the bill indicates there is going
to be considerable expenditure on the chang-

ing of road signs in order to get them all

reading in metric measurements. I would
like to offset some expenditure that might
take place as a result of another situation

which I think the minister should possibly
consider before he goes to this expense of
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new road signs. That is the predicament in

the province that we face where, if you
travel on one particular secondary road, Mr.

Speaker, you're allowed a speed of 55 miles-

an-hour, whereas if you're going on another

road you are allowed a speed of 50 miles-

an-hour.

Just to cite the discrepancy that certain

citizens face when we have this problem
is that a person leaving Toronto and heading
for the city of Sudbury would normally use

Highway 69, which has a speed limit of 50

miles-per-hour, whereas another person leav-

ing Toronto heading for North Bay on High-
way 11 would be allowed a speed of 55

miles-per-hour, despite the fact that both
of these highways are to the same specifica-
tions. One highway is equal to the other
as far as specifications are concerned and
as far as safety is concerned.

I do understand how the differential came
about in that the minister did say that the
limit on Highway 11 would be 55 miles-

per-hour because it is designated part of the
Trans-Canada Highway system and in order
to conform with the federal recommendation
he would in fact change his mind about the
50 miles-per-hour zone there and increase
that to 55 miles-per-hour. I'm asking the
minister then to consider those of us who
have to take a different route north.

Certainly I'm in agreement with the
reason for the reduction in speed, the con-
servation of energy, but I'm wondering why
certain people have to conserve more than
others. I'm willing to save equally with any-
one else, but I'm a little resentful that be-
cause of the place I live and the place I

have to travel to and from, being Sudbury
and Toronto, that I have to make a greater
contribution to energy conservation than I

think I should.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

register my opposition to the bill. I think that
in the States, as I understand, some areas
that were on metric have gone back to miles

again. I think what is happening in this area
is that if we get into the metric system as

far as assessment is concerned, if we're go-
ing to go the whole piece we're going to be
in a hell of a mess.

Mr. Bounsall: Vote against it.

Mr. Sargent: I'm not even going to vote.
The party is going to support it. I'd like to
know the minister's reasoning for going this

route. We sure screwed up the system on
temperature control, Celsius and Fahrenheit,
and I think it's causing further confusion on
the part of the consumer.

Mr. Bounsall: We know the real neander-

thals now.

Mr. Cassidy: Just a brief point, Mr. Speak-
er. It's my understanding that the minister's

intention is that all speed limits must be ex-

pressed in multiples of 10—30, 40, 50, 60

kilometres-per-hour—and it will not be pos-
sible to have any multiples of five, that is, 35
or 45 kilometres per hour. This has been
raised by city council in the city of Ottawa
with the ministry, I believe. I would like to

ask the minister to make some kind of a

statement during the course of his reply on
second reading of this bill. It seems to me
that if, in fact, the government has any
respect for municipal autonomy a city as

large as Ottawa or Toronto, or other places
around the province, should be able to make
that decision as between 30, 35 or 40 and
should not be subjected to a rule which
makes the intervals rather larger and, there-

fore, more difficult to play around with than

they are under the present miles-per-hour

system which we are having until this law
comes into force.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I thank the

hon. members for their contribution and sug-

gestions regarding this legislation.

The hon. member for Wentworth North
commented regarding communications. I

must certainly agree that this is very im-

portant. This is why we have had the new
road maps prepared in the metric distances.

The road maps have conversion scales of dif-

ferent types printed as part of the map. Ad-
ditional information will be made available

to tourists through our tourist information
centres and will be available, I believe, at

customs where visitors are entering from
the United States.

His suggestion regarding dual signing, I

believe, would not be possible as far as

speed limits are concerned. The speeds that

we will be posting—for instance, 100 kilb-

metres-per-hour replaces 60 miles-per-hour—
are not exact conversions, and to have the

new legislation dealing with this control of

speed in kilometres and have signs remaining
in miles per hour would run us afoul' of the
courts. It may be possible to have some
phasing of the mileage distance signs but it

would not be possible as far as the speed
limit signs are concerned.
The member for Etobicoke suggested we

might not even need to go into committee
with this bill, but we will have to take it to

committee because of the two amendments
that I have to introduce. That is why I men-
tioned going into committee.
The member for Windsor-Walkerville, I

think I've already answered his comments
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regarding information for tourists. This will

be available through the Ministry of Indus-

try and Tourism. Of course, our road maps
are distributed at all those tourist informa-

tion centres.

[3:30]

Mr. B. Newman: But not all tourists stop
in for tourist information; and they don't

realize the difference between kilometres and
miles.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I realize that all the

tourists don't drop into the tourist informa-

tion centres, but also I don't think we are

going to put someone out on the highway to

stop every tourist and poke something in their

window either.

Mr. B. Newman: Distribute them when
they pass through immigration.

Hon. Mr. Snow: We will do as we have
done with the seat belt legislation. We will

no doubt have some type of an informative

sign at the border crossing points to remind
the tourists that they are entering into an
area which is on the metric system.

Mr. Sargent: Is every province doing this?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I will get to that, Eddie,
if you will just wait a moment.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We don't refer

to the hon. member by name. Also, there

will be opportunity for specific questions
when it comes to committee of the whole

anyway.

Hon. Mr. Snow: I thank the hon. member
for Windsor-Sandwich for his comments re-

garding the new road map. It is an excellent

production and I will pass on his comments
to those who were responsible for it. We put
a considerable amount of work and thought
into getting this map ready. In fact, I think

members will notice that the map has con-

siderably more information on it than our

previous editions. They will note that we
have also increased the scale slighdy, to allow
us to have more information on it and more
clearly define the roads and the classes of

roads.

The hon. member for Sudbury mentioned
the expenditures that would be involved in

this. There is no doubt there will be ex-

penditures, although considering the size of

the province they will be relatively modest
as the signs are being changed by way of an

overlay decal that will be installed to the

existing signs. The signs themselves as units

will not be changed; and of course any new
signs being installed will be in the metric

system.

Regarding his suggestions relating to the

speed limits, I am pleased to be able to say

today that when we switch to metric in

September I have recommended to my col-

leagues in cabinet, and it has been approved,
that we will be changing the speed limit on

Highway 69 from the Coldwater area north

to Sudbury. It will be changed to 90 kilo-

metres when it goes metric, which is equiv-
alent to 55 miles-per-hour. The speed limit on

Highway 11 from Highway 60 in the Hunts-
ville area north to North Bay will also be

changed to 90 kilometres at the same time

as we convert to metric. This has been sug-

gested to us by different people from the

north, by some of the Chambers of Com-
merce and tourist centres. I recognize that

basically the same type of travel as is in-

volved on those highways also makes up the

traffic on Highways 11 and 17 through the

rest of northern Ontario, so similar changes
will be carried out on those thoroughfares at

the time of the conversion.

The hon. member for Grey-Bruce sug-
gested there would be a lot of confusion

regarding the change to metric. I would
just have to say that the decision was made
a number of years ago that Canada was
going to change to the metric system.
Agreement was entered into, I think about
four years ago, by all transportation minis-
ters in the provinces in concert with the
federal government as to what the new speed
limits would be and when the implementa-
tion would take place. It was agreed that

all provinces should change to the metric

system simultaneously. I believe most prov-
inces have already passed their legislation
and will be implementing the metric speed
limit at the same time in September, as was
agreed some time ago.
The hon. member made mention of the

changes in the registering of temperatures
from Fahrenheit to Celsius. I have to point
out that that change was made some time

ago by the federal Ministry of the Environ-

ment, which is responsible for the weather
broadcast. It does not have anything to do
with the principle or the details of this

particular bill.

The hon. member for Ottawa Centre re-

ferred to the possibility of breaking down
the multiples of 10 to a lower gradient, or

more options for different speeds. This,

again, has been the result of a study and an

agreement between all provinces that as

much as possible standards should be main-

tained the same. Ten kilometres is equivalent
to about six miles-per-hour. If you were to

break it down; in the old system the gradient
was five, you had a 25 miles-per-hour limit

or 30 miles-per-hour limit, or 35 or 40 or

45. These don't vary too much to the pro-



438 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

posed new schedule with the 10 kilometre

changes. If you went to five-kilometre dif-

ferences you would be getting down to about

three miles-per-hour changes.

I think it is much better to have a stan-

dard system. In many of the conversions

they are very close. There are the 100

kilometre limits for the freeways, the equiv-

alent of 61 point some odd miles, maybe
close to 62 miles-per-hour. The 50 miles-

per-hour relates almost identically to the 80

kilometres. On the way down, I believe 50

kilometres-per-hour, which would be the

standard speed limit in builtup areas, is

about 31 miles-per-hour imperial. So taking

into consideration the number of options

based on the multiples of 10, I think, gives

a very good system and will be common
with the other provinces.

I think, Mr. Speaker, that responds to the

queries that the hon. members had during

the debate.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole

House.

MOTORIZED SNOW VEHICLES
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Snow moved second reading
of Bill 20, an Act to amend The Motorized

Snow Vehicles Act, 1974.

Mr. Cunningham: As indicated, Mr.

Speaker, we will support the bill.

Mr. Philip: We will support the bill, Mr.

Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, this bill

is just similar changes to bring motorized

snow vehicles under the metric speed limits,

compatible with the previous bill.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC ACT

House in committee on Bill 19, an Act
to amend The Highway Traffic Act.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any
comments, questions or amendments to this

bill? I understand the minister does have
an amendment to section 3. Are there any
comments, questions or amendments prior
to section 3?

Sections 1 and 2 agreed to.

On section 3:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: May I have the
minister's amendment; thank you.

Hon. Mr. Snow moves that section 82

(16)(a) of the Act, as set out in section 3(10)
of the bill, be amended by striking out "$1"
in the second line and inserting in lieu

thereof "1.25."

He further moves that clause (b) of the

said subsection 16 be amended by striking
out "$1.50" in the third line and inserting in

lieu thereof "$1.75."

He further moves that clause (c) of the

said subsection 16 be amended by striking

out "$2" in the third line and inserting in

lieu thereof "$2.50."

He further moves that clause (d) of the

said subsection 16 be amended by striking out

$2.50" in the second line and inserting in lieu

thereof "$3.25."

Is there any discussion on the minister's

amendments?

Mr. Cassidy: I had a different matter to

raise on the section, if I could raise it after

the amendments.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The Chair didn't

hear the comments from the hon. member.

Mr. Cassidy: I'm sorry. I had a different

brief matter to raise on that section but not
related to the amendments, if I could have
the consent of the House to raise it after the

amendments.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The Chair will deal
with the amendments first. Is there any dis-

cussion on the amendments?

Mr. Philip: We are in agreement with the

amendments, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
the fact that the minister responded to a
memo that I had. It was our one concern
with this bill and this amendment takes care

of the only major concern that I had with the

bill. I appreciate the minister's action on this,

so well support the amendments.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the hon. mem-
ber for Ottawa Centre wish to comment on

any other part of that particular item?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, with reference

to the matter raised by the member for Sud-

bury, I'd like the minister to seriously con-

sider giving the same status he has given to

Highway 69 to the highways in eastern On-
tario which are well away from built-up areas.

I have in mind in particular Highway 7, I

think it is, running from Ottawa down past
Madoc toward Peterborough. It seems to me
that portion of eastern Ontario, plus the

portions in Renfrew county, very clearly are

similar types of areas and have similar types
of distances for people to travel as exist in

the portions of northern Ontario north of
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Coldwater or north of Hunitsville and there-

fore should get the same treatment.

I make that representation to the minister.

I hope he would consider it seriously and!

not continue to treat those areas, which are

essentially isolated and sparsely populated, in

the same way as densely populated areas in

southern Ontario.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Would the hon.

minister wish to respond?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I would just like to say,

Mr. Chairman, I do not really feel that the

highways the hon. member has mentioned

are in the same category as the two I have

discussed with the hon. member for Sudbury.
I would hesitate at this time to in any further

way dilute the changes in the speed limits

that we introduced at the beginning of 1976,

which I think have significantly assisted in

the reduction of deaths and injuries and

damages on our highways.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Is there any further

discussion on any sections of the bill prior

to section 20, to which the minister has an

amendment?

Mr. Philip: Yes, just a question of the

minister based on his answer to the member
for Ottawa Centre in his comments on second

reading. Do I take it that advisory speeds will

end in the digit five, as recommended in the

11th annual conference of ministers responsi-

ble for motor vehicle administration, and that

while all speeds will be in the digit 10 the

advisory speeds will end in the digit five? Is

that the intention?

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, I don't believe so,

Mr. Chairman. The only posted speeds that

we will have and the only speeds provided
for in the legislation are those shown in sec-

tion 4 of the bill, which all end in the digit 0.

Section 3, as amended, agreed to.

Section 4 to 19, inclusive agreed to.

On section 20:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The hon. minister

has an amendment to section 20.

Hon. Mr. Snow moves that section 20 be
struck out and the following substituted there-

for: "This Act comes into force on the sixth

day of September, 1977."

Motion agreed to.

Section 20, as amended, agreed to.

Section 21 agreed to.

Bill 19, as amended, reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported one bill

with certain amendments.

[3:45]

THIRD READINGS
The following bills were given third read-

ing on motion:

Bill 19, An Act to amend The Highway
Traffic Act.

Bill 20, An Act to amend The Motorized
Snow Vehicles Act, 1974.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved second reading
of Bill 26, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Mr. Renwick: We support Bill 26 on
second reading. There are some minor changes
in the grant of discretionary authority to

the Board of Internal Economy with which
our caucus is in agreement.

Mr. Breithaupt: As a member of the Board
of Internal Economy, it came to our atten-

tion with respect to mileage rates and other

items that would change from time to time

because of increased expenses that this was a

practical suggestion to make in these amend-
ments to The Legislative Assembly Act. The
members of the board have considered these

matters and we certainly are more than

pleased to support this legislation.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading

on motion:

Bill 26, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Before calling further

orders for the afternoon, so that we might
share the order with those who may be

going to committee or otherwise, we thought

we might proceed with orders 5, 6, 7 and 8

on the order paper, and then go into com-

mittee of the whole House to deal with

revenue bills that are in committee. It is

the understanding that if there are to be

any votes they might be stacked to about

5:50 p.m. so that we could clear up the

revenue legislation at that time.

LAND SPECULATION TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on

the motion for second reading of Bill 14, An
Act to amend The Land Speculation Tax

Act, 1974.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I wish to thank the

members who participated in last evening's
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debate on this bill. There was some very

interesting background material provided by
the member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) who
gave us an historical background to the Act.

He indicated that he understands the thrust

of the Act and both he and the member for

Sarnia (Mr. Blundy) indicated that that party
is in support of this bill. I was also pleased
to receive comments from the members for

Oriole (Mr. Williams) and for Durham West
(Mr. Ashe), both of whom made quite pithy
comments and who obviously had a con-

siderable sympathy for the content of the

Act.

Mr. Cassidy: But.

Mr. Maeck: Now we come to the "but."

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Very considerable

comment was made by the member for Sud-

bury East (Mr. Martel) who gave an historic

background from the select committee on
economic and cultural nationalism which was
formed, I believe, in 1971 and carried on for

several years producing reports before it pro-
duced a report on land ownership. I did
intervene in the debate at a certain point
on a point of order, which the Speaker
ruled out of order, because I felt that an
important aspect of the deliberations, both
of that committee in its recommendations and
by this government in its decisions, had been
forgotten or ignored or overlooked. The mem-
ber commented specifically on the fact that
the government did not adopt the recommen-
dation of the select committee on economic
and cultural nationalism with respect to

foreign ownership of landi in Ontario.

In reply, I would like to say that it was
not a case of rejecting the recommendations
of that committee; rather it was a case of

choosing a workable solution. As it turned
out it was a tax system that was chosen,
in face of the unsettled constitutional issue

of the time.

In 1974, when The Land Speculation Tax
Act and The Land Transfer Tax were in-

troduced, the Prince Edward Island case on
the right of a province to restrict foreign

ownership was before the Supreme Court of

Canada, as I noted last evening. Rather than
await the outcome of that case—and after all,

it was not decided until well along in 1975—
the government took more immediate action

by introducing a 20 per cent tax on non-
resident acquisitions of land in Ontario.

This course was considered to be more
effective because outright prohibition as the
select committee had recommended would
have raised in Ontario the very constitutional
issue that was then being fought before the

Supreme Court. Indeed, even the tax on
non-residents introduced in 1974 was objected
to by some members of this House as being
unconstitutional.

I think that the member would agree, if

he were here, that a constitutional challenge
to Ontario legislation similar to the Prince

Edward Island statute would only have served
to delay the very action that was required to

resolve the problem recognized by that com-
mittee and by this government. However, the

government was aware of the problem as a
constitutional problem, and through the

Attorney General did intervene before the

Supreme Court of Canada.

During that year—that is 1974—the con-

stitutionality of the land transfer tax that was
introduced was unchallenged and it was

accomplishing the objective of the govern-
ment in controlling foreign ownership of land
and to a large extent was accomplishing the

thrust of the recommendations of the select

committee.

Control of foreign ownership of land,

rather than its indiscriminate prohibition, has

always been the aim of the land taxes intro-

duced by this government. It has also been
the aim of the foreign investment review
board established for substantially the same

purpose by the government of Canada.

The member also commented on commer-
cial and corporate real estate ownership
recommendations. In this connection, and

concerning the 75 per cent ownership test

recommendation, such a test, I think, Mr.

Speaker, is quite reactionary. I think it is un-

realistic in terms of business practice and
would have been out of line with the federal

foreign investment review program emerging
at the time-that is, in 1973 and 1974. On-
tario currently uses a 50 per cent test for

residency.

The member also commented on lease-

holds, and cited several instances. In this

connection, I think the Act provides for a tax

exemption where corporations acquire lease-

hold interests of less than 50 years. Anything
longer than that really does constitute owner-

ship. Any longer period would destroy the

purpose of the tax> This would seem to me
to be exactly what the select committee
recommended in its recommendations to the

Legislature.

Towards the end of the evening the mem-
ber for Wentworth (Mr. Deans) made an im-

passioned appeal concerning the ownership
of land. He outlined his understanding of the

intent of the land tax legislation which,

briefly put, was to stop escalating land prices
without a contribution to the value of the

land and to place some restrictions on non-
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resident ownership of land for the same
reason.

I do not argue his expression of intent.

However, I do think that the hon. member

goes on to relate land speculation and a pro-

hibition of land ownership to non-residents

and immigrants, and it is here where we part

company.
Mr. Cassidy: It's not the first time.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: We treat land specu-

lation, whether by residents or by non-

residents, alike. We do not discriminate. The

legislation also encourages non-residents to

become residents in this way and it permits

immigrants to make an economic contribu-

tion through land ownership to our province
without penalty.

Mr. McClellan: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. The member for Wentworth said

nothing about immigrants during his speech.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: In short, Mr. Speaker,
we do not penalize foreigners, nor are we
against them; and this seems to me to be the

basic difference between this government and
the third party in the Legislature.

Mr. Renwick: That's just total nonsense.

Mr. McClellan: And it is vicious nonsense.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I think the hon. mem-
bers should read Hansard for last evening.

In fact, various comments expressed by mem-
bers of the third party indicate that the

party is not just trying to maintain the status

quo with respect to these two land tax bills,

but it is advocating a much more extreme

position with more stringent restrictions on

immigrants and in a sense taking a re-

actionary approach.

Mr. Renwick: No restrictions at all on

immigrants have been mentioned in the

course of our debate on this bill.

Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. McClellan: You are skating on thin ice.

Mr. Cassidy: You just fell over, as a matter

of fact.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. minis-

ter will continue. Everyone else had a chance
to make their comments.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, I think

only two members of the New Democratic

Party and one member of the Liberal Party
commented on the amendments concerning
the removal of farmers as speculators in the

bill. I thought this was really one of the

very important parts of the bill, and I was

disappointed that there was no greater dis-

cussion of this particular aspect.

Mr. Breithaupt: You don't want every
member to comment, do you?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: No.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker. I just want to point out to the

minister that the very first comment made on

behalf of the New Democratic Party was to

commend the government—we don't do that

often—on that particular reference to remov-

ing farmers from liability. She is certainly

misleading the House.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you very much. The
hon. minister will continue.

Mr. Renwick: It sounds as though she is

going to make this into a speech somewhere,
sometime.

Mr. McClellan: She had better not.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I did note this in my
preliminary remarks Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Renwick: I see this as the first version

of one of her public speeches.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. minis-

ter has the floor. Thank you.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: At this point, Mr.

Speaker, I would like to comment further on

the amendment to the farm property reduc-

tion provision in this Act because over a long

period of time, it seems to me, there has been

an unintended inequity for lifelong farmers

and their spouses. I appreciate the support

and the very favourable comments made by
the opposition members but I felt that per-

haps there should have been a rather stronger

expression.
It often happens that a farmer of many

years must retire from active farming, either

because of ill health or age, but he wishes to

keep his land; and ultimately he ends up
renting it for a few years before he sells. In

other situations the farmer may die, leaving

his spouse to continue to hold his farm as her

principal residence and as her lifelong resi-

dence, and she too must end up renting it

for a time before she sells it.

It seems to me that it's unfair and' actually

quite unthinkable that farmers and their

spouses who have occupied and farmed their

land for so many years should be classed as

speculators merely because, through no fault

of their own, they are no longer actively en-

gaged in operating their farms.

The purpose of the land speculation tax is

to penalize speculators in land. It is not to

impose a burden upon people such as life-

long farmers who have contributed to their

community and to their province. This amend-

ment, I think, removes the existing unfair

anomaly relating to such farmers.

Mr. Speaker: The motion is for Bill 14.

Shall this motion carry?

Mr. Cassidy: No.
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Mr. Speaker: As many as are in favour of
Bill 14 being read the second time will

please say "aye."
As many as are opposed will please say

"nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

[4:00]

CORPORATIONS TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second reading

of Bill 15, An Act to amend The Corporations
Tax Act, 1972.

Mr. Breithaupt: With respect to the matters
raised in The Corporations Tax Act, we are

generally in favour of the changes that have
been made, other than the one which is re-

ferred to in section 4. We believe that the
increase at that point which re-enacts section
131 of the Act by having such a change of 50
per cent of the rate of tax on taxable paid up
capital is an excessive change.

During the election campaign, this party
had a strong opinion on the matters of

changes of taxes and rates within this prov-
ince. We still continue in that opinion and
wc think that to increase this rate by, in

effect, 50 per cent is excessive.

Other than that particular item, we do
favour the other changes that appear in the
bill.

Mr. Renwick: I want to speak to the
amendments to The Corporations Tax Act

very briefly, but I do want to put a suggestion
to the minister for subsequent consideration.
When we have a budget which deals with a
number of changes in the taxation of corpora-
tions or any other field, some of which require
legislation and some which db not require
legislation but merely changes in regulations
of one land or another, them it's very difficult

to get an overall view simply by dealing with
the one bill in isolation.

Surely there must be some method by
which these bills-the budget bills-could be
sent out to some special committee struck
for the purpose of looking at all of the im-
plications in each of the fields of the bills,
rather than dealing with them item by item.

I did want to make that comment, because
on balance we support The Corporations Tax
Act amendment, although we have reserva-
tions about some of the matters which were
dealt with in the overall field of corporate
taxation and that were raised in the budget.
Rather I want to try to put what we're doing
in the perspective of the total package of
the effect on the corporations of the tax

changes recommended by the government.
To do so, one can only refer, of course, to
the way in which the Treasurer (Mr. Mc-
Keough) has dealt with corporate taxation
in his budget. I think my remarks will pro-
vide the reason why we will not oppose the
increase in the paid-up capital tax and why
we will not support the amendment with
respect to paid-up capital tax which we
understand will be placed at some point in

committee by the official opposition.

It is interesting to note that in the budget
of the Treasurer relating to this whole ques-
tion of the role of the corporate tax, we find

that the budget anticipates a revenue from
corporation taxes of about $1,256 million,
which is a significant increase in the cor-

porate taxation expectations of the govern-
ment over the fiscal year which has just

passed. That is broken down to $996 million
in income tax and $260 million in capital
and premium taxes.

We find, of course, also in the budget that

the corporation tax structure—that is both

income tax and paid-up capital tax—amounts
to about 11 per cent of the revenue expec-
tations of the government for the current

fiscal year. Then, when we turn to the actual

budget address of the Treasurer, we find that

it is intended that the tax reductions to

corporations will amount to some $126 mil-

lion. There is a reduction of $42 million an-

ticipated in the corporate income tax revenues

and a further reduction in corporate income
tax revenues of $84 million, making a total

reduction of $126 million; less, of course,

the anticipated increased revenue from the

paid-up capital tax of about $50 million.

This leaves a net corporate tax reduction

proposed by the Treasurer of some $76
million.

This is explained by a series of comments
made by the Treasurer with respect to the

taxation of corporations; and he dealt with
it under a number of headings. He dealt

with it under paid-up capital tax, oil and

gas taxation—that is the depletion allowances

—inventory allowances, fast writeoff for manu-

facturing and processing machinery and

equipment; and he dealt, also, with the

specific tax provisions that will apply to the

venture investment corporations and how
corporations investing in the venture invest-

ment corporations will be entitled to further

writeoffs or deductions in calculating their

taxable income.

In the information bulletin which was put
out by the government following up on all

of these matters, we again find these same
matters are itemized so that the overall
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effect of the corporate package of taxation

measures related to corporations produces

a net effect which is not reflected at all in

this bill and which only deals with two

aspects of it. That is the question of the

capital tax, oil and gas production or re-

source allowances, and earned depletion.

These are significant changes which have

been made by the government in those two

areas. It seems to us, Mr. Speaker, that it

would be advisable for each of the specific

sections in the bill to be dealt with in com-

mittee, but I did want to have the oppor-

tunity of placing in perspective the whole

of the corporate tax package and the net

effect which it will have on corporations in

all of its aspects, a number of which, of

course, are not touched upon in the bill.

I do think it would be appropriate and

in order for the minister to comment further

about the question of the intentions of the

government with respect to the fast writeoff

for manufacturing and processing assets to

be continued; and how that change will be

affected, as I understand it, by change in

the regulations. I would appreciate it if the

minister would comment about the question
of inventory allowance when three per cent

of tangible moveable property will be

allowed as a corporate deduction for tax pur-

poses. There are certain other areas of changes
in the overall effect of the budget on cor-

porations which need to be dealt with.

I would further ask the minister if she

would comment about when it is anticipated
the legislation regarding the 250 per cent

reduction allowed to corporations which in-

vest in venture investment corporations will

be introduced. Perhaps I have misunder-

stood it, but it's my understanding that now
that the corporate structure for venture in-

vestment corporations has been established,
or is in the process of being established by the

bill which was passed earlier, that there is

now going to be a specific tax bill introduced
to provide for a 250 per cent deduction for

those corporations with respect to their in-

vestment in those new venture investment

corporations.
I may be wrong, and it may be possible

that can be done by way of regulation, but
when I referred to the information bulletin

of April 19 on the Ontario budget dealing
with corporation tax changes, there is the

statement that legislation to affect these

changes will be introduced following the

passage of The Venture Investment Corpora-
tions Registration Act, 1977. I would antici-

pate that we can look forward to the intro-

duction of some legislation, either later in

this particular session or in the continuation

or new session in the fall. I would appreciate
the minister's comments on some of those

matters which I have raised.

Ms. Bryden: This bill, as my colleague
has pointed out, does a number of things,
some of which raise corporate taxes and some
of which reduce corporate taxes. On balance,

the reduction is much the greater; but the

reductions are not mainly in this bill so that

it is difficult to deal with it as a total picture
of corporate tax changes by this government
at this time.

The tax on paid-up capital is going up by
50 per cent. I don't know whether the official

opposition will1 feel that it must apply its

eight per cent limitation to a tax of this sort,

v/hich is really on a sector of the economy
that has been grossly undertaxed in the past.

Therefore it seems to me that what we need
is catch-up, not a limitation. In fact, with

this increase in tax, Ontario will be ahead

of the other three provinces which have a

tax on paid-up capital by 50 per cent, but it

still is really a peanuts tax. According to the

budget speech, it is going to yield in this

fiscal year a total of $55 million.

I would ask the minister to explain the dis-

crepancies in the table on page 23 of the

budget statement, which shows that the capi-

tal tax will yield a net increase of $50 mil-

lion and that there will be a decrease of $3
million from the capital tax under the de-

crease column; which it seems to me comes
down to a gain of only $47 million and is

not a $55-million gain. The table is particu-

larly confusing because the capital tax is

listed under increases as net, and yet there

is a further entry under the decreases which
doesn't appear to have been netted out.

At any rate, $55 million is a very small

amount of increase on the corporations when
one considers their contribution to total rev-

enues in this province has been going down
steadily over the last decade. They were
about 17 per cent in 1965-66, and they are

down to less than 11 per cent now. We
would have liked to have seen the minister,

instead of increasing this particular tax, look-

ing at some other alternatives.

The Smith committee called the tax on

paid-up capital a nuisance tax, and it really

isn't a good tax. It is not based on ability to

pay, it depends on the capital structure of a

corporation. For the large corporations with

lots of income tax it is a tax deduction in

calculating their income tax, and therefore it

can be considered as partly a transfer of

revenue from the federal government to the

provincial government rather than an increase

in the contribution of the corporations to the

economy of this country. For smaller cor-
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porations, ones in a non-profit position, it

can be quite onerous.

There is relief in this bill for corporations
with paid-up capital of $100,000 or less,

and that is useful for small businesses, but

basically, it's not a very good tax and it

doesn't yield very much revenue. I point out

that a one point addition on the corporation
income tax would raise approximately $80
million. Ontario is three points behind BC
which has a 15 per cent corporation income
tax rate.

[4:15]

In fact, on the corporation income tax,

like on the minimum wage, we are close to

the bottom of the hoap. Our rate is 12 per
cent and it hasn't been increased in 10 years.

Only Prince Edward Island and Alberta are

below us at 11 per cent. Four other prov-
inces are ahead, two at 15 per cent and two
at 14 per cent. Three are even with us.

I suggest that it would have been better,

instead of increasing the paid-up capital tax,

to have increased the much more fair cor-

poration income tax. That would! have meant
fewer taxes for the rest of the citizens of

Ontario, who at the moment are considered

to be among the highest taxed in the medium-
and middle-income levels, according to re-

cent studies.

For instance, there was a study that

showed that in 1976 a family of four in

Ontario making $8,226 a year would pay in

income tax, property tax and OHIP, a total

of $1,078 out of $8,226. In Manitoba, the

same family would pay $682.

So we have some problems in supporting
this bill because of the overall effect. On the

other hand, any increase in the corporate tax

we feel is justified, and therefore wej are sup-

porting this particular increase.

The other things the bill does, as my col-

league has mentioned, is to parallel the

federal tax concessions which came out in the

last two budgets, for a revenue loss of $42
million. The 25 per cent resource allowance
for oil and gas is part of it, and further in-

centives for frontier oil and gas and mineral

exploration.
We note that the three per cent inventory

valuation adjustment, which the provincial
Treasurer announced he was going to adopt
from the federal budget, is not in this bill.

I would like to ask the minister if it will

be done by a separate bill to be introduced
later in the session or this Parliament, or if

it will be done by regulation. It is estimated
that it will cost the Treasury $40 million as
a further concession, and I very much ques-
tion the implementation of this proposal at

a time when the Treasurer has just an-

nounced that he is having a committee

study the whole question of inflation-

accounting and whether such a thing as an

inventory valuation adjustment is really

justified or not. It seems to me it would
be better to wait until that report is out

before the province contemplates any sort

of adjustment.

The other thing this bill does is to replace
the automatic depletion of 33% per cent

that this province has had with earned de-

pletion, as in the federal Act. I must say
that this comes to me with considerable

surprise, because for years the Ontario gov-
ernment has fought the substitution of

earned depletion for automatic depletion, yet
the Carter commission report said that

automatic depletion was really just a reduc-

tion in corporate tax for resource industries,

that it really was not justified on tax meas-

ures or equity measures. As a result of their

recommendations, the federal government
finally adopted the earned depletion, but

for years the Ontario government has op-

posed that tax reform. Apparently they have

seen the light.

However, what we don't like about this

bill on the depletion question is that it is

all to be done by regulation, so that this

Legislature will never have an opportunity,

until the regulations are tabled and before

the committees, to study them; we will never

have the opportunity, before the regulations

are passed, to discuss the level of the earned

depletion to be allowed. That is another

trend in this government that we oppose.
The question of depletion should have been

written into the bill and the terms of it

should have been here for us to debate.

The same is true of the continuing fast

writeoff. It was all very well to put it in

for a period of two years, possibly with the

idea that it was needed at that time, but

to continue it indefinitely without intro-

ducing an actual amendment to The Cor-

poration Tax Act seems to me not giving

this Legislature a chance to discuss the

whole question of whether fast writeoffs are

a proper incentive.

I'd like to draw the attention of the

House to a recent study by the C. D. Howe
Research Institute, which is not exactly a

socialist organization. It examined incen-

tives of this sort and came to the conclusion

that in certain circumstances they were not

likely to produce results in the way of stimu-

lating the economy. This is what it says:

"In a stagnant economy"—and that's cer-

tainly what we have right now, Mr. Speaker
—"or one fraught with uncertainties, any
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positive impact from further tax concessions

is likely to be quite limited." The provincial

Treasurer doesn't seem to have realized that

situation or read that particular report.

What I'm saying is that the whole bill

really is soft on the corporations. The share

they are contributing to provincial revenues

is really peanuts—10.4 per cent from these

two taxes, the corporation tax and the capital

tax in 1977-78. But, Mr. Speaker, personal

taxes—income tax and sales tax—will con-

tribute 43.1 per cent to total revenues; and

if you add in OHIP they will contribute

49.9 per cent. That's just under 50 per cent

from individuals and about 10 per cent from

corporations. No wonder the corporations

seem to be contributing up to the maximum
allowed under The Election Finances Re-

form Act to the Conservative Party; they're

being well looked after.

So those are really our comments on the

bill. We would have liked to have seen a

different sort of corporation tax. We feel

that it means higher taxes for the rest of

the population and we feel that it is moving
in the wrong direction, but we are support-

ing it because there is a small increase in

the capital tax.

Mr. Cassidy: I fust want to make one
comment in addition to the comments by
the member for Beaches-Woodbine and the

member for Riverdale. That is that there are

misleading statements that were made in

the budget with reference to this particular
bill. I'm not quite sure, maybe the hon.

minister can explain the curious omissions

in the budget with reference to The Corpora-
tions Tax Act.

The budget refers to the adoption of the

federal 25 per cent resource allowance for

oil and gas companies, and the move to

earned depletion several years after that

change was made. In fact I think it was
about six years ago that the federal govern-
ment made this change which is at last

being accepted by the province. The refer-

ence was also made to the new arrangements
that will be made for frontier oil and gas

exploration. I have to say that I'm not quite
sure why the urgency of either of these

things applies in Ontario, given the fact

that we haven't got more than three or four

oil wells left in the province. I do under-
stand that this is related to the calculation

of income before its attribution to various
sources.

However, what bothers me is the fact that

in the course of making that amendment, the

government decided in its wisdom it would
propose reverting to regulatory powers in

order to determine the amount of resource

allowance or depletion allowance that would
be given to mineral resource companies and

timber-exploiting companies in the province.
Whether it is Reed Paper or Inco or com-

panies like that, they will no longer have to

deal with the Legislature in trying to get a

better deal from the provincial tax collector.

All they have to do is deal with the member
for St. David, with the Treasurer and with

other members of the cabinet.

I assume, the 33% per cent resource allow-

ance which they now have will be continued.

However, there is nothing to stop this cabinet

or a cabinet a year or two down the line, in-

creasing that to 35 per cent, to 40 per cent,

to 50 per cent; or even to a position where

every nickel of their profit from exploiting

the resources of the people of Ontario will be

exempted from tax, courtesy of the Ontario

cabinet, Bill Davis, Premier.

I think that is objectionable. Later on, in

committee stage, I have an amendment to

that particular point which I will put forward.

I don't propose at this time to enter into the

issue of whether there should be a depletion
allowance or resource allowance at all, but

I would simply ask the official opposition to

consider very carefully an amendment—I be-

lieve they have already received a copy and
if not I'll send them one—which will go along
with the government's proposals about giving

regulatory powers for determining oil and

gas income but will restore the status quo
from the 1974 Corporations Tax Act amend-
ment as regards the 33% per cent depletion

allowance for mineral companies and timber

companies, rather than giving the possibility

of an unlimited resource allowance to be set

by regulation.

I am sure, Mr. Speaker, you are aware that

we would like to join issue and maintain

that that resource allowance be cut down to

absolutely nothing, because it is a rip-off of

resources which belong to the people of On-

tario and certainly don't belong to the com-

panies that happen to have permits to exploit

those resources on Crown land or under-

ground. All I am asking right now—and I say

this to the official opposition—is let's go back

to where we were before.

What has happened is that back in the

palmy days when the Treasurer was Treas-

urer in 1971-72, there was ministerial dis-

cretion or cabinet discretion on these deple-
tion allowances. Then in 1974, when the

Hon. John White was Treasurer, he quite

correctly put it into the legislation and

brought a whole series of different kinds of

depletion allowances into law and codified

them into one figure of one third, 33% per
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cent. Now, as in so many things, the present
Treasurer is trying to undo work which was
done by the previous Treasurer; they flip-flop

all over the place.
It is my opinion, and our opinion as a

party, that this is a matter which should

properly be subject to the Legislature. If we
are going to give corporate welfare to com-

panies like Inco and all of those other big

mining and timber companies in the province,
it seems to me that should be a decision that

is made by the Legislature of the province
and is not snuck through the back door by
the cabinet through an order in council.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I would remind the

members of the opposition parties of a simple
statement set out in the budget which was
first outlined by the Premier (Mr. Davis) when
he went to New York in May to speak to a

group of investors and to discuss Ontario's

economic situation. At that time he outlined
a four-point economic goal for the province
which he thought would take us well into

the 1980s. These goals, very simply expressed,
were: First, restraint in government spend-
ing; secondly, improvement of the climate
for investment—a most important one; thirdly,
a need to increase the competitiveness in our
world markets—especially for our industry;
and fourthly, to improve labour and manage-
ment relations.

It seems to me that those goals are ex-

ceedingly worthy and must be borne in mind
when one is examining the budget and its

tax bills which are written in support of the

budget. If we are going to balance our

budget by the fiscal year 1981, if we are go-
ing to maintain a healthy economic climate
for investment and business in this country
and in this province-

Mr. Cassidy: Dreary years ahead.

Ms. Bryden: You balance it by increasing
the corporate tax.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —I think that we
have to bear those goals in mind and keep
them always with us.

Mr. Cassidy: What about the human re-

sources of this province?

[4:30]

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: With that as a back-

ground and relating that to this bill, it seems
to me that this bill proposes amendments to

The Corporations Tax Act which would give
effect to two parts of this government's bud-

getary policy concerning corporations.

Mr. Cassidy: Handouts and more handouts.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The objectives of the

changes are twofold and easily said, they
imply simplicity and balance.

In terms of simplicity, this government is

committed to a long-term program of tax

simplification and to this end this bill pro-

poses important steps. It would have the

province parallel the federal treatment of

resource allowances for oil and gas explora-
tion and operation. The existing system of

automatic depletion for firms in these areas

would be replaced by a system of earned de-

pletion, and in addition,—

Mr. Cassidy: The Gods are angry. ,

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —special allowances
announced by the federal Minister of Finance
for frontier oil exploration would also be

paralleled.

Secondly, the paid up capital tax for small

businesses would also be simplified and re-

duced. Small companies with paid up capital
of between $50,000 to $100,000 would pay
a new flat rate of $100.

In terms of balance, I think it's well

known that this government is committed to

balance in its tax system. Accordingly, the

bill provides, and proposes to increase, the

rate of tax for the paid-up capital tax for

banks and large companies by 50 per cent.

I don't consider trrs is unreasonable at this

time and I think that the comments that we
have had in connection with it are not fair

comments in light of the turn-around we
have in our economy at this time.

The member for Riverdale raised a num-
ber of points to which he wanted to receive

a response. He asked whether further legis-

lation would be forthcoming in terms of the

VICs. It is my understanding that the Treas-
urer will probably introduce some further

legislation later this year.

In terms of regulations to provide a re-

source allowance for oil and gas resources,
these will parallel the federal regulations,
which are found in section 12(ii) of part 12
of the regulations to The Federal Income
Tax Act.

The regulations for automatic depletion
allowance already exist in the regulations to

The Corporations Tax Act, and this bill

proposes to include the 33% per cent rate &s

part of its regulation.

The member for Riverdale also queried the

two-year, fast writeoff. Simply, the govern-
ment is continuing the two-year, fast writeoff

indefinitely, essentially because it parallels

Ottawa's own setup. It has two effects: The
first being simplification—that word1 again—
and it avoids confusing differences between
Ottawa and Ontario to provide an easier re-

turn for a corporation. Secondly, it reinforces

incentives to encourage real job-creating in-

vestment. I think this is important because of
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the current economic slowdown which is re-

lated to low levels of business investment.

The member also commented and asked

for a response on the three per cent inven-

tory allowance. This is designed to counter-

act inflationary effects on cost and will ulti-

mately have four effects, I think. First is the

fact that it parallels the recent federal

changes. Secondly, it is designed to reduce

accidental taxes on so-called inventory profits,

which are, after all, only bookkeeping profits

and not actually realized. Thirdly, I think

it's, frankly, a useful piece of simplification.

Finally, it is particularly useful to small cor-

porations that have cash flow problems in

carrying their inventory.
The member for Beaches-Woodbine raised

some points. She criticized the paid up capi-

tal tax as a revenue source. I thought this was
rather surprising. The 1977-78 projected
capital tax revenue for this province is $230
million, the 1977-78 projected income-tax

revenue is $996 million; the 1977-78 premi-
ums of tax is projected at $30 million. This

totals $l,256,000,000^that's a not inconsider-

able revenue.

Now the final speaker, the member for

Ottawa Centre had some considerable com-
ments to make on depletion allowances. I

think that he should understand that in order

to implement the budget announcement con-

cerning depletion allowances, section 62(1)

and (2) are being re-enacted, removing the

33% rate from the Act. This rate will be set

ou* in the regulations, as I've already noted.

The reasons for the re-enactment are as

follows:

Firstly, to simplify the Act the alternative

amendment would add two new subsections

to the Act to permit the deduction of the

earned depletion allowances, and would re-

enact section 62(1) and (2) to restrict deduc-

tion of automatic depletion allowances to

mineral resources.

Secondly it would parallel The Federal

Income Tax Act. The re-enactment is re-

quired so the wording for the depletion
allowance provisions will parallel the federal

earned depletion allowance provisions, as an-

nounced in the budget. I think this re-enact-

ment will permit two systems of depletion
allowances to be used without increasing the

complexity of the Act, and that's a very
desirable goal.

If the federal Act requires only two sub-

sections to permit the deduction of a number
of allowances, that is the earned depletion
allowance is just one of several allowances,

the same wording should be sufficient for the

Ontario Act.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

GIFT TAX AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second reading

of Bill 16, An Act to amend The Gift Tax
Act, 1972.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does the hon. minis-

ter have an opening statement?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Very brief remarks:

Tins bill implements the changes to The Gift

Tax Act introduced in the Treasurer's budget
statement. Under these amendments the

exemption for individuals is increased from

$5,000 to $10,000 and th exemption for the

aggregate amount that one person can give
in a year is increased from $25,000 to $50,000.
The effect of this bill is to recognize the

effect of inflation and to keep exemption levels

under The Gift Tax Act in line with those

under The Succession Duty Act.

Mr. Peterson: We don't see any grounds
for disagreement with this bill, and our party
will be supporting this bill.

Mr. Roy: Great speech, way to go.

Ms. Bryden: We have the same dilemma on
this bill that we have with regard to the

corporations tax bill. There are a few things
in it that we like, but the main thrust of it we
do not like, and that is the doubling of the

exemptions allowed under The Gift Tax Act.

I'm not surprised that the official opposition
doesn't find any difficulties with that; but we
certainly do, because those exemptions are a

further erosion of the taxation of inheritances,

really, in this province, and a further casting

of our tax system in the direction of looking
after the well-off and not basing it on ability

to pay.
I note that the provincial Treasurer, in his

budget speech, gave us his reason for doubling
these exemptions as simply "to permit the

distribution of assets prior to death." That's

the main reason for having a Gift Tax Act.

It is to prevent the distribution of assets prior

to death in order to escape estate tax or suc-

cession duties. While it is reasonable to

allow small sums to be given to people who
will be inheriting estates from, say ithen-

parents, to give exemptions of the size that

are in this bill is, m our mind, excessively

generous. It is really going to erode suc-

cession duties, because a great many estates

will be distributed to the children before the

death occurs. So we are unhappy about the

bill from that point of view.

However, there are some other things in

the bill that we would' not like to see de-

feated, and so we would hope the minister

would bring in two separate bills on this.
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The other things, Mr. Speaker, are mainly
amendments to The Gift Tax Act which were

introduced last fall and which were allowed

to die on the order paper because some of

them depended on the new legislation on

successions which did not pass last fall either.

The ones we like are the ones which wipe
out discrimination against illegitimate chil-

dren. This has been in our statutes for too

long, and there is an amendment in here that

does that. I hope it won't have to wait until

the successions Act is finally passed. There

was also an amendment extending gift tax

exemptions to certain defined common-law

spouses in situations where there were chil-

dren and there was a fairly stable relation-

ship. I think that sort of amendment also

should be supported.

There were two other amendments in the

bill from last fall which are also repeated in

this bill. One is to improve collection pro-
cedures by enabling the minister to put a

lien on land in Ontario for the collection of

duties or gift tax. I think there was some

question when this came up last fall as to

whether this would be constitutional or not,

but certainly if it does improve collection

procedures and is constitutional we would

support it.

Then finally there was a clause from last

fall's bill extending inter-spousal exemptions
to certain trust arrangements. I'm told by
people who go in for estate planning that the

trust arrangements envisaged are practically
never set up and that the legislation is prob-

ably almost a dead letter or perhaps out of

date. I don't know whether the minister

agrees with that assessment; that really it is

not particularly relevant and is not extend-

ing any benefit to spouses, because so few or

practically none plan their estates under the

kind of trust arrangements set forth in the

Act.

At any rate we would support those par-
ticular carryovers from the bill that died last

fall, but when the clause about the doubling
of the exemption rate comes up we intend to

oppose that in committee.

Mr. Cassidy: I just want to add a couple
of points to the points made by the member
for Beaches-Woodbine, Mr. Speaker.
You know, there are three parties in this

Legislature. It's certainly clear from the de-
bate we've had over the last three or four

days on the succession of budget bills, that

there are two parties in this Legislature, the

Conservative Party and the Liberal Party,
which is the official opposition, that are dedi-
cated to the preservation of capital in this

province; and there's only one party in the

province which is dedicated to the interests

of ordinary people.

Mr. Grossman: And the destruction of

capital.

Mr. Cassidy: That's certainly clear from
the supine attitude taken by the member for

London Centre in regard to this particular

bill; it really is, and it pains me.

Mr. McClellan: Relax, Larry.

Mr. Ruston: Listen; think how painful it is

to us.

Mr. Cassidy: Let me put some figures on
the record about this particular bill to show
who gets the tax exemptions, who gets the

handouts from this particular bill.

A $75,000 gift currently bears $8,750 worth
of tax or 11.8 per cent—it's not a heck of a

lot-but this bill will give a $5,000 tax cut

on that particular bill, reducing the tax to

$3,750 or five per cent.

On a $150,000 gift, the tax was $31,000 or

20 per cent, and it will be cut down to

$22,500, for a saving of $8,750 to those very
limited mortals who have it in their power to

write a cheque for $140,000 to the niece,

nephew, son or daughter of their choice. On
a $250,000 gift, the tax is going from $76,000
to $63,000 or a saving of $12,500.

Under this bill, in 10 years somebody who
wishes to, can transfer $1 million to their

sons, daughters and heirs and the amount of

tax they'll have to pay is equivalent to the

interest on that $1 million for one year. It's

ridiculous. But the member for London
Centre gets up and says it's a fine bill and
the minister gets up and says it's a fine bill.

Mr. Warner: Some opposition!

Mr. Cassidy: They're quite prepared to give
these kinds of handouts from these kinds of

gifts to people with wealth in the province,
when they're not prepared to take necessary
action in order to look after the ordinary

people in the province who are being driven

to the wall by the price of land, driven to

the wall by inflation, driven to the wall be-

cause of the Anti-Inflation Board and driven

to the wall because of the policies of this

government which are endorsed by the official

opposition.

Mr. Nixon: This reminds me of that speech
on the Winter Palace steps.

Mr. Cassidy: That's why we're opposing
this particular bill, Mr. Speaker, and I hope
the message gets home to people like the

constituents of the member for Ottawa East

and the tenants in the riding of London
Centre-

Mr. Mancini: Where is your majority?
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Mr. Cassidy: —that when it came to the

crunch, they were prepared to vote for $5,000
handouts to millionaires when they weren't

prepared to vote for more than a plugged
nickel for people in genuine need in the

province.

Mr. Roy: The only comment that we
would make is, very simply, that the policy
of various parties has been clearly outlined

by the member for Ottawa Centre. I'm

pleased to hear him expound socialist philoso-

phy because I think it clearly brings out the

renegade, the radical, the man attacking the

barricade. I would only say this, Mr. Speaker,
in making comment. He said: "I hope the

message gets through to the voters of Ottawa
East." I tell you, a few weeks ago I received

a message from the voters of Ottawa East.

I'd like to compare that message, Mr.

Speaker, with the message-
Mr. Nixon: They didn't even count the

ballots; they just weighed them.

Mr. Roy: —that the member for Ottawa
Centre got, considering the type of opposition
that he had.

Mr. Warner: Is this on the principle of

the bill?

Mr. Roy: Yes, right on. Mr. Speaker, in

closing, all I say is that considering the Con-
servative candidate he had against him, he
can only be described as a turkey. He hardly

got a 2000 majority.

Mr. Nixon: He just barely squeaked in.

Mr. Roy: Can you understand, Mr.

Speaker, with your majority? We're not afraid

of the message we get from the voters in

this party.

Mr. Mackenzie: What about the turkeys

you ran in the north? There were some
real turkeys in the north.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do any other mem-
bers wish to speak to the principle of the

bill?

An hon. member: For a change.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: If not, the hon.
minister.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I thank the mem-
bers for their contributions. I thought it was
rather appropriate that the member for

Beaches-Woodbine should launch her re-

marks by quoting the Treasurer from his

budget, which is that the purpose of The
Gift Tax Act was to permit the distribution

of assets prior to death. It's very simply put
in a very few words and is exactly what this

bill does.

Mr. Deans: She thought it was appropriate,
too. That's why she did it.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: It also, I think,

reflects a very human trait, one which is well

acknowledged and understood—

[4:45]

Mr. Cassidy: What compassion you have
for the rich.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —by many other

provinces, inasmuch as only Ontario and
Manitoba and Saskatchewan now have a

gift tax Act.

Ms. Bryden: That's because they think the

federal government should do it.

Mr. Roy: Which provinces have the gift

tax?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Ontario, Manitoba
and Saskatchewan.

Mr. Roy: The socialists in BC didn't bring
it in.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I think that the

member should realize something about the

doubling of exemption. Her remarks con-

tained the statement, "Doubling of exemp-
tions equals a further erosion of wealth and

inheritance taxation." Shp seems to lump
inheritance in there, and I think she does this

incorrectly. Or else, otherwise, it is just a

philosophic difference between us in terms

of the principle.

In any case, I think it noteworthy that

Ontario has chosen to remain in gift tax and

succession duties while it is a fact that most

other provinces have opted out. Neverthe-

less, increased exemptions are mainly to

compensate for inflation on estates and simply

are similar to the federal indexing of personal

income tax. There is one thing. I think the

member has gained the impression or cer-

tainly she indicated that she thought the

spouse trust of little value; it's not useful, I

think were her words. Actually, the spouse

trust would be of immediate benefit to a

donor who wants to provide benefits to his

spouse, but it cannot be used for estate

planning nor was it ever intended to be

used for that purpose.

Mr. Speaker, I stand corrected an a

previous statement. My staff remind me that

it is not Saskatchewan, it is Quebec, Mani-

toba and Ontario which have maintained the

gift tax system.

Mr. Deans: Wrong again.

Mr. Warner: You are always wrong.

Mr. Deans: It is bad enough when you
can't remember only three provinces.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.
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MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL
TAX AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved second read-

ing of Rill 17, An Act to amend The Motor
Vehicle Fuel Tax Act.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Very briefly, this bill

proposes amendments to The Motor Vehicle

Fuel Tax Act which are designed to facilitate

the even-handed and equitable administration

of this tax.

Firstly, it proposes to register all suppliers
of middle distillate fuels, principally diesel

fuel and home heating oil. Secondly, it pro-

poses to register with my ministry all com-
mercial users of such fuel where it is used
for taxable purposes. Finally, it proposes to

clarify procedures under which taxpayers
may appeal assessment and apply for and
receive refunds.

)I should stress that these provisions apply
only to suppliers and commercial users of

these fuels, not to private users or home-
owners. Implementation of these proposals
will help in assuring that all those liable to

tax will pay that tax and that those who are

exempt will not.

Mr. Rreithaupt: I was interested in the

explanation given by the minister with re-

spect to the bill. In reviewing the changes
which are proposed, it would appear that

these are to attempt to tighten up some of
the administrative areas within the operation
of The Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Act. As a
result we will support the bill.

Mr. Makarchuk: On the same bill, I have

to make the comment that we intend to sup-

port it. Rut I think the minister is going
about it the wrong way to try and resolve

what has been a problem in Ontario for some
time. There is no question that a lot of

truckers have been operating, or try to ope-

rate, with fuel on which tax has not been

paid, or they try to evade paying taxes. That
stems from a lot of other problems, one of

the big ones being the fact that the Ontario

tax on motor fuel is high compared to some
of the other provinces.

I can see that what this bill is going to do
is create another level of ponderous bureauc-

racy that will be out on the highways harass-

ing the truckers. I suppose one of the advan-

tages of the thing would be that those truck-

ers who used to vote Tory will, after this

bill comes into effect, probably be voting
some other way.

I think the minister did not in this case

examine some of the possible options that

are available. The problem here is the fact

that if the fuel is used, it is difficult to decide
which fuel goes into the truck and which

fuel goes for home heating. I think if some

system could be devised where the supplier—
whether the refinery or the wholesaler-

would be responsible for all the tax on fuel.

Perhaps some credit system or some arrange-
ment could be worked out so that the home-
owner can get the tax refund. Perhaps the

minister then would have a fairer system.

(Perhaps what would happen is that if she

is allowed to have this rather ponderous
bureaucracy that she is going to develop

right now, she will be able to collect the tax

at the source instead of at the various outlets

that are in existence in the province. I think

this system would work better.

I think in this case, some of the other

options have not been examined. I think

there are other ways of ensuring that the

truckers pay for the fuel as they are sup-

posed to and at the same time to ensure that

the people who are using it for heating pur-

poses are not taxed or penalized.

Mr. Cassidy: Just to add a note to what

the member for Rrantford said, in com-

mittee stage I think that we should take

action to implement what the minister has

said, at least with relation to the liability that

exists in this bill for private individuals who
are not operating a commercial truck. The

wording is so sloppy in this particular bill

that it can have the following effect. It says

that anybody driving any kind of a vehicle

in the province can be stopped and they can

be asked to prove that tax has been paid on

the fuel in that vehicle. The fuel by defini-

tion, by regulation, is diesel fuel1

,
but there

is nothing to stop the regulation from being

changed to make it gasoline of all kinds.

We could have a situation, again by action

of the cabinet with no control by the Legis-

lature, where everybody in the province

would be subjected to a kind of police state

on the roads, where they will have to show
that every ounce of gasoline, or other kind

of fuel in their car, was tax-paid. I think

that's wrong. I think the Liberal Party at

least, with their traditions of individual

rights, should support an amendment which

would make this apply for commercial truck-

ers, but would exempt any vehicle that was

private and not a commercial vehicle.

Right now, in fact, we have a number of

diesel vehicles, such as Volkswagen, Peugeot
and Mercedes cars-

Mr. Ruston: All imported.

Mr. Cassidy: That'? true—Land Rovers and

Jeeps. I believe there are other certain kinds

of diesels now being planned by General

Motors, so it isn't more than a year or two

hence before we will begin to see on the



JULY 6, 1977 451

roads domestically produced passenger

vehicles using diesel fuel. If the minister be-

lieves that everybody who buys a diesel-

fuelled car should be obligated to stop and

show a receipt for every gallon of fuel they

bought for it then, she should say openly
that she believes in that kind of limitation of

people's liberties. I hope that she agrees to

accept an amendment appropriately to

exempt people who are not commercial

truckers.

[5:00]

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I was pleased to

learn from the opposition party that they

support the bill and understand its import.
I have to say, I was a little distressed by the

remarks from the member for Brantford who
suggests taxing at the source as an alterna-

tive. I think that he would just turn this

province into a horrendous bureaucracy if

we were to implement such a proposal. The
same applies to the recommendation from
the member for Ottawa Centre. Really and

truly, he'd want to turn us into a police
state. I think—

Mr. Cassidy: No, the minister is doing
that now. She is doing that now. I am
exempting the little guy.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: No, indeed, Mr.

Speaker. This is not the case at all. The fact

is that he's anticipating a situation which
has not arisen, which is not a problem. The
bill deals only with an existing situation-

Mr. Cassidy: She asks us to trust her.

That's very difficult.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener:—and I would sug-

gest, Mr. Speaker, that this government and
this province is sufficiently flexible; if we see

a problem emerging at some time in the

future we can take steps to head it off. Eut
to simply amend the bill now in anticipation

is, to me, a ridiculous situation, and I would
not accept such an amendment.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole
House.

RETAIL SALES TAX AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 12, An Act to

amend The Retail Sales Tax Act.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any
comments, questions or amendments to any
section of the bill prior to—well, I guess
there wouldn't be, prior to section (l)(ba).

I have an amendment from the hon. mem-
ber for Sarnia (Mr. Blundy).

Mr. Peterson: Has that amendment been

moved, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Deputy Chairman: I just have notice

of it. No, it hasn't been moved.

Mr. Peterson: I'd like to move it in the

absence of the member for Sarnia. I would
like to move that amendment. I believe no-

tice has been given to all of the other mem-
bers. I'm not sure, but it's my understanding
that that amendment went to everybody.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: I believe it went
not only to the Chair, but to the critics of

the other party.

Mr. Peterson moves that subsection 1 of

section 1 of the bill be struck out and 'hat

subsection 2 of section 1 be renumbered as

section 1.

Mr. Peterson: The effect of that, Mr.

Chairman, is to remove the retail sales tax

payable on the extra amount that would
have been exigible under The Environmental

Tax Act.

We expressed some concern at that time

about a tax on a tax. We also expressed
some concern about the order of these bills,

having felt that it would have been better

for the government House leader to bring
down The Retail Sales Tax Act after the

environmental tax. Now, to the best of my
knowledge at this particular point in time,

the government will not be calling forward

Bill 18.

I gather that bill is going to sit on the

order paper. I really don't know for sure the

government's plan on that. I understand

only that it's going to sit on the order paper
for an indeterminate period of time. But it

seems to me that that argument in itself sup-

ports our particular position that there's no

place in this bill for adding sales tax on top

of the environmental sales tax, particularly

when we don't know if it's ever going to

come forward.

For that reason, I'd ask the third party
members to think about that. There's no
sense cluttering up a statute with unneces-

sary words or sections. I hope that in all

reasonableness they will look at it to support
us.

Mr. Cassidy: I was aware the amendment
was coming, although I haven't received a

copy yet. Incidentally, on a point of order, I

believe that there may be some confusion

about the new arrangements because I cer-

tainly suffered it. I consulted with the Deputy
Clerk and I understand the Deputy Clerk

would prefer to have three or four copies
of any proposed amendments, but it then is

the responsibility of each party to also dis-
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tribute copies of proposed amendments to the

various critics. I certainly ran into difficulty

with that. That may have been what hap-

pened with the member for London Centre.

Mr. Peterson: I apologize. Unfortunately
our critic had to go to Sarnia this afternoon

and I was under the impression he had
looked after that. I know we gave verbal

notice. I am not sure of the extent of the

written notice, and for any confusion I

personally take the responsibility. I am sorry.

The point is well taken,

Mr. Cassidy: Okay. That is fine. I think the

procedure in handling these amendments is

going to take a bit of time to get used to.

Having said that, I am afraid I am going
to disappoint the member for London Centre

at this point. We have had some consultation

and some thought, about this particular
amendment and since the matter was raised

the other night, and while wondering
whether the proposed section was even in

order and given the fact that The Environ-

mental Tax Act had not yet been proposed,
I would appreciate if the minister can say
whether in fact it is the intention of the

government to propose that bill. I noted that

when the House leader announced the order,

he did not include that bill in the bills that

were going to be brought forward today

by the hon. minister.

Our position about The Environmental Tax
Act is already on record, Mr. Chairman.
Since we assume that that is going to be the

decision, and the opinion of the House is that

The Environmental Tax Act is going to be

defeated, what that means is that this par-
ticular clause is nugatory. It is simply a piece
of legislation which will have no particular
effect.

However, I am not particularly happy
having the entire debate about the cans tax

on The Retail Sales Tax Act. I believe that

that debate quite properly belongs on The
Environmental Tax Act, when or if that par-
ticular Act is brought forward. For that reason

we don't wish to have that debate now.
Therefore we will not support the amend-
ment. We will allow this particular piece of

legislation to stay in the statute books al-

though we assume that it is likely to be a

dead letter.

Mr. Roy: I just want to say this. I find some

inconsistency here in the approach being
taken. First of all, on the government's side:

Why don't you withdraw or take away that

particular section and go along with our

amendment if you are not going to go ahead
with Bill 18? Because if there is anything
that I consider to be somewhat improper it

is that we start passing legislation for no

purpose at all. That is always contrary to

the things that we should be doing here.

It seems to us that we have enough things
to do which we consider to be in the public
interest than going through an academic
exercise of passing legislation which appar-
endy will have no application. So I must say
to tiie minister that I really think what you
should do is to be consistent and give some
leadership in providing or bringing forward

legislation. Do not have us go through an
exercise where you are putting forward legis-

lation-

Mr. Cassidy: Don't expect any from her.

Mr. Roy: —which will have no meaning. I

think you would save a lot of grief on all

sides if you just withdrew, or agreed with
our amendment to just take that subsection

out. Then we would have no problem and
the bill could go through.

Having said this I am surprised as well at

the position taken by the people in the third

party, because I find again if they agree with
the principle that I brought forward—that we
are not going through an academic exercise-
then they should support our particular
amendment and assure that we are not going
through an exercise for nothing.
On the other hand, if they oppose the other

Bill 18, again they are giving some acquies-
cence to a piece of legislation which is in

support of Bill 18, and that is inconsistent

somewhat. I have some difficulty in under-

standing the NDFs approach to our particular
amendment.

I want to say to the minister: Please relieve

us of this exercise. Withdraw or undertake to

accept our amendment, or take out that

particular subsection, and we can continue

then in a procedural and logical discussion of

this piece of legislation.

Mr. Deans: I didn't, unfortunately, catch

all of what was said by the member for

Ottawa East. But why would the minister

be doing this, since she doesn't intend to

proceed with The Environmental Tax Act

anyway?
Mr. Peterson: You are supporting it, for

God's sake.

Mr. Deans: I'm just curious.

Are you back again? I learned something
about you last night. I was kind of curious

about you.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps we could return to the amendment.

Mr. Deans: I just want to know, why would

you be putting this into an Act now, when
it's evident that you don't intend to go ahead

with the five cent tax on cans in any event?

Why would you not simply delete this and
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if, as and when you arrive at some other

appropriate measure to deal with the Utter

caused by cans and the reclamation processes
that have to be put into place, you then come
forward with some amendment that will ac-

commodate your needs?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I think some members
in this Legislature are making certain assump-
tions and are asking questions which seem to

stem from an assumption.
Mr. Deans: What is the assumption?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: All that you know and
all that I can tell you at this point is that

Bill 18 is not being introduced at this time.

In terms of the section and the amendment
to the section that we are discussing, the

whole point of this is to include the new
Environmental Tax Act in the retail sales

tax base in the same manner as the federal

excise tax is included in the retail sales tax

base.

There is nothing very unusual about it. It's

a very tidy piece of housekeeping. It makes

provision for an eventuality. If the eventuality
never transpires then, of course, it is unneces-

sary.

Mr. Roy: That's what I mean.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: It's an amendment
which is not important one way or the other-

Mr. Roy: That's right.

Hon. Mrs. Scriyener: —but it does make a

provision for some future point in time. That
is all.

Mr. Roy: Don't you understand our point?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I certainly do under-

stand your point. I think you are labouring
over something which to me is not very

important.

Mr. Roy: Take it out then.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the minister

I think we are in agreement that we are

talking about something irrelevant. What are

we doing here then discussing a piece of

legislation which may or may not have any
application?

You know how responsible we are here as

the official opposition. You've seen evidence
of that. And what I'm saying to you, Madam
Minister, is that any time you bring forward
an amendment which in our opinion is sensi-

ble and logical, we'll support you. But don't

bring us stuff here where we are going
through an academic exercise.

Mr. Warner: It's silly. It's silly.

Mr. Deans: If you will forgive me, it is

silly to go on debating at length something
that everyone knows—and the minister says
that we are dreaming these things up, some-

how Or other. The fact of the matter is that

you know and I know that The Environmental
Tax Act is not going ahead. If it is not going

ahead, why then would you write into law
reference to an Act which doesn't exist? It

makes no sense. Surely to heaven you under-

stand it doesn't make sense to make reference

to something that doesn't exist.

Mr. McClellan: Bring it back when you
bring the other in.

Mr. Deans: Why don't you just agree to

withdraw that section of the bill and then if

you need it again some day, bring it back?

I don't think you are going to need it, be-

cause it is evident that the proposals that you
had before the House are no longer applicable

to the scene in the province of Ontario. Don't

ask us to pass legislation that applies to non-

existent legislation.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Again, the member
is making an assumption.

Mr. Deans: I am not making an assumption.

It's a fact.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Most definitely he is,

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Deans: I am not making an assumption.

It's a fact.

Mr. Warner: If you can't get serious about

the job, you should resign.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: The member is

making an assumption and I think that this

kind of debate is certainly academic. There

is a point I would like to make. The point was

made about responsibility; as a minister I

feel a responsibility for bringing you the best

possible legislation I can.

Mr. Deans: Then don't ask us to support it.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: That is why this

clause is included in this legislation.

Mr. Peterson: I fundamentally disagree

with the minister when she says it is not very

important. To me it is very important when

you have useless legislation on the books.

You have legislation that refers to a non-

existent Act. Good Lord, at some later time

they could sneak out a bill completely dif-

ferent to the one contemplated in Bill 18

now, calling it The Environmental Tax Act.

They can completely distort the picture. It

wouldn't be the only government that has

tried to sneak through something like that.

[5:15]

Good Lord, they have an obligation it

seems to me to bring in all the amendments

to supporting legislation or corollary legisla-

tion at the time they bring in The En-

vironmental Tax Act or whatever they call

it that time. I think it's extraordinarily bad
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principle to have a useless piece of legislation

or a useless clause sitting in here. We are

going to have to address the merits of that

other Act if and when it is introduced. I

just think it is fundamentally wrong—and it's

not just a little thing it's a big thing-to have

a statute like this referring to a non-existent

statute.

That's why we're very much against it

and I say with respect to my friends to the

left, I do not understand why, in view of

the sweet reason of the member for Went-
worth—I mean he's absolutely right and I

don't see why you aren't supporting us.

Good Lord-

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps you would refer to the Chairman just

simply as the Chairman, not good Lord.

Mr. Peterson: I was referring to the Deputy
Speaker.

Mr. Breithaupt: A simple "sir" would be
sufficient.

Mr. Roy: You've been called worse names
than that.

Mr. Peterson: Sorry, Mr. Chairman, but
I just want to say to the minister I regard
this as a serious matter.

Mr. Cassidy: I just want to say that the

blandishments of the member for St. David
have not moved me one bit. But on some re-

flection—in particular on the information that

that bill, The Environmental Tax Act, is not

going to come forward at this time, which
neither the member for London Centre nor

myself were aware of at the time this de-

bate began a few minutes ago, with that

piece of information we are then being asked
to make reference in this bill to a piece
of legislation which may not come forward
in the summer of 1977 and may in fact

never come forward at all in the future.

Mr. Martel: You will have to amend the
bill.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister, of course, takes
the view that legislation should only come in

this place once every five or 10 years and
should be drawn so generally that anything
can be done by regulation without reference
to the Legislature. However, we think that
it's important that these matters come before
the Legislature. It's a very routine matter to

make a further amendment to The Retail
Sales Tax Act, if that's the government's in-

tention, if they bring forward an Environ-
mental Tax Act in 1978 or in some sub-

sequent year
So I say with some credit to the member

for London Centre, that in part because
of your representations, in part even to the

representations of the member for Ottawa
East and as a result of our reflection on the

matter, well support the amendment. Let's

get on with the business.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Perhaps we should

establish with the committee at this time

there was some reference made by the gov-
ernment House leader prior to going into

committee that should there be any division

on any of the amendments we would stack

them until the discussions are finished on all

the bills.

All those in favour of Mr. Peterson's

amendment will please say "aye."
All those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cassidy: One of the most perceptive
chairmen in the history of the Legislature.

Section 1, as amended, agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any
further comments, questions or amendments
to any other section of Bill 12?

Mr. Roy: Are we going to the people?

On section 2:

Mr. Cassidy: Section 2: Just very briefly I

think the Liberal Party should explain why it

is that they're prepared to see an increase in

exemptions of far more than eight per cent

when they have this absurd theory that no
tax should be increased by more than eight

per cent on an absolutely categorical kind of

basis. I think they should be moving an
amendment that that should only be $5.50.

We support the exemption increase to $6, par-

ticularly because of the impact on the tourist

industry.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Chairman, maybe I can

help out the member. I don't do this very
often, but there's very distinct difference be-

tween the government's take and the private
sector's take.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

'Mr. Peterson: What our whole position is—

it's very, very different and what you are sug-

gesting, that we have suggested, which is

not correct, is that everything should be tied

to an eight per cent rule, be it exemptions or

be it government take or whatever.

Our position is very clear—there is no

equivocation whatsoever—that when the gov-
ernment is taking more out of the economy
than eight per cent, it should be tied to the

AIB guidelines like everyone else's take. That

is clearly our position. That has nothing to

do with increased exemptions for taxes or

whatever. There is absolutely no correlation

whatsover.
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Mr. Mackenzie: Take away with one hand
what you give with the other.

Mr. Peterson: Where your party and our

party have quite a different philosophy is on

what government's role is, and how big a

piece of the action out of the total gross pro-
vincial product or total gross national product

they should take. We disagree about that.

We will probably always disagree about

that. But just so there's absolutely no mis-

understanding in your own mind, what you're

suggesting has never been suggested by our

party—and never will be.

Mr. Cassidy: I can't help feeling that what

the Liberal Party is doing in supporting this

amendment is actually condoning a 20 per
cent increase in the price of prepared meals

in the province. It seems to me that's not a

particular contribution to the fight against in-

flation.

Interjection.

Section 2 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any other

questions, comments or amendments to any
other section of Bill 12?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: In face of the earlier

amendment, I think I now must move an

amendment to section 9 of the bill.

Sections 3 to 8, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 9:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Hon. Mrs. Scrivener

moves that subsection 5 of section 9 of the

bill be deleted.

Mr. Roy: We will support you on that one.

Hon. Mr. Welch: You should have spotted
that.

Mr. Peterson: We said on the record yes-

terday, at committee time, that we under-

stood that. But we had advice from the legis-

lative counsel, very frankly, that it wasn't

necessary to do it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Yes, you did. My apolo-

gies.

Mr. Peterson: Had we had his advice we
would have moved that as a corollary, but

we did cover all the angles, Mr. House
Leader.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: It's just that the time

element is irrelevant at this point.

Mr. Peterson: That's right. No, I would
have. If you want it out, that's fine.

Mr. Roy: Have you checked with your
back-benchers?

Motion agreed to.

Section 9, as amended agreed to.

B-ll 12, as amended, reported.

LAND TRANSFER TAX
AMENDxMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 13, An Act to

amend The Land Transfer Tax Act, 1974.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any com-

ments, questions or amendments prior to deal-

ing with Mr. Cassidy's motion, which deals

with section 1, subsection 1? I guess not.

Will the hon. member for Ottawa Centre-
East?—read his amendment?

On section 1:

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, there is a very
unfortunate confusion going on between the

hon. member for Ottawa East and myself.

Mr. Roy: I'll tell you, the people in Ot-

tawa are not confused about it. Ill tell you
that.

Mr. Cassidy: We are as far apart on philos-

ophy as we are contiguous in terms of boun-

daries.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The Chair apolo-

gizes for the confusion. Perhaps Mr. Cassidy
will move his amendment?

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to say that on section l(l)(hb) I

anticipate some difficulties with the definition

of "residential". Perhaps the minister's advis-

ers could send up an opinion to her on this

particular matter, in relation to the definition

of "residential".

I'm not sure if I can find exactly what I

want here. Chapter eight of the 1974 sta-

tutes refers to the acquisition of residential

land by non-residents. And it seems to me
that there is a very unclear and rather con-

tradictory element in the definition of resi-

dential land here in this bill and the use of

the words "residential land" in the existing

bill as passed in 1974.

As I understand it, "residential land" in

1974 referred to land that could be used for

residential purposes but was not at that time

being used for residential purposes. In other

words, developable land. This definition is

rather narrower because it means residential

land is land that is attached to a building

that is the residence of the occupants, along

with contiguous lands that are necessary

and used for such residents. In other words,

the front yard and the back yard.

If a foreigner, a non-resident, wishes to

acquire a house in downtown Toronto, for

example, that fits the definition of residen-

tial land that is in this Bill 13. But if you
look at section 16 of the original bill, it

seems to me that the definition of "residen-

tial" there is an awful lot wider, or needs

to be an awful lot wider, and I think that
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difficulties have been created which should

be avoided.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, I

think the thrust of the amendment now, as

explained by the member, indicates that his

whole emphasis is on the definition of resi-

dential land. But the thrust of this amend-
ment as contained in the bill is really to try

very clearly to define the land that we want
to preserve and protect.

The purpose of subclause (ii) in this defi-

nition of "unrestricted land"—and that, by
the way, as you have probably all noted, is

a new phrase—unrestricted land is to include

all land that is assessed or used for commer-
cial, industrial or residential purposes,
whether or not so zoned. If you limit it only
to zoning, that's far too narrow.

A significant amount of land in Ontario
is not covered by municipal zoning and as-

sessment, and actual use is the only way to

determine whether it falls in the restricted
class of agricultural or recreational land.

That is the heavy emphasis in this section of
the bill.

The amendment proposed would make all

residential land restricted land to which the

high rate of tax would apply when pur-
chased by non-residents. It would effectively
restrict the definition to the narrow category
of land municipally zoned for commercial or
industrial uses, which is far too narrow to

achieve the purpose of the bill. In other

words, the bill would fail in its purpose.

Mr. Cassidy: I think maybe we should
mcve on to the amendment given the time
and given the fact that there is some hope
that we can get this series of bills finished

by 6 o'clock.

I've made my point. I hope that the min-
ister and her advisers look at it because-
and this is quite apart from the amendment
—I think that you are creating difficulties for

vourselves, with reference to section 16 of
the Act in particular. I'm not a lawyer. I

have, however, some experience in these

things and I just think that anybody who is

a lawyer could go to town on some aspects
of the bill, because of the contradictions
between the narrow definition of residential
land in subclause (lib) and the apparently
broader definitions which are entailed else-
where.

On the amendment, Mr. Chairman, the
minister has correctly indicated that, with
some reluctance, we are going along here
with the exemption of non-resident pur-
chases of land for commercial and industrial
use on the grounds that the exemption
process, on a case by case basis, which

exists right now, effectively gives that

exemption in most cases. This simply broadens
it from a specific exemption which is nor-

mally granted, as I understand it, to a more
general one.

I realize that what's being added in is the

purchase of commercial office buildings as

investments, even though no jobs are to be
created as a result. Nevertheless, I'm looking
for something which the official opposition

might consider supporting. It is our opinion
that it is wrong and unhealthy to have

foreign, non-resident investment coming in

in very large quantities into the residential

sector of our cities, whether that's in the

acquisition of apartment buildings or whether
that's in the acquisition of residentially

zoned land or land used for residential

development which has not yet been devel-

oped.
The purposes of subclause (ii) are clearly

to allow speculative investments in residen-

tial land by non-residents. It seems to me
that the outcome of that can only be harm-
ful as far as housing prices and as far as the

development of housing on an affordable

basis for people on ordinary incomes in the

province is concerned. That's why I com-
mend this amendment and that's whv I

hope that it is to be supported by the official

opposition and, maybe, by the government.
Mr. Deputy Chairman: Mr. Cassidy moves

that section l(l)(la) of Bill 13 be amended
by deleting the word "or" in subclause (i)

and by deleting subclause (ii).

Mr. Cassidy: I believe I sent a copy of

this to the member for Sarnia (Mr. Blundy).
A copy will go now to the member for

London Centre and you have a copy, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Yes. Is there any
further discussion on Mr. Cassidy's amend-
ment?

All those in favour of Mr. Cassidy's
amendment—
Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, the

minister.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: I'm sorry, does the
hon. minister wish to comment?

[5:30]

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I was just going to

say that I appreciate the concerns of the
member for Ottawa Centre, but I think that
he is unduly concerned. The bill is exceed-

ingly well designed to do exactly what we
intend, which is to protect—

Mr. Cassidy: You intend but you are

wrong.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: —recreational and
agricultural land. In terms of the definition
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of residential land, we do not see a difficulty

in its relationship to section 16 of the Act to

which we think the hon. member is referring.

I am sorry that he is proceeding with his

amendment because I do not think it is a

correct one at this time.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: All those in favour

of Mr. Cassidy's amendment will please say

aye.
All those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion, the "nays" have it.

I declare the amendment defeated.

Section 1 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any fur-

ther comments, questions or amendments to

any other section of Bill 13?

Sections 2 to 9, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 13 reported.

LAND SPECULATION TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 14, An Act to

amend The Land Speculation Tax Act, 1974.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any com-
ments to any section of Bill 14? The hon.

member for Ottawa Centre.

Sections 1 to 5, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 6:

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, I am sure

that we could spend a lot of time on this.

However, most of the points we wished to

raise were raised previously. On section 6 I

have a couple of questions for the minister

which perhaps she would care to answer.

I would like the minister to explain how it

is that her ministry was able to calculate

three years ago that the revenues from the

land speculation tax would be $25 million

and yet the revenues only proved out to be

a total of $3 million in one year and $6
million in the next. I would like to know the

estimated revenue loss from these particular

amendments and what is the estimated in-

crease in speculative values which is being
taxed. What is the universe that you hope to

tax after these particular amendments?
I would like to know what is the current

estimated rate of increase in property values

which are being taxed according to this Act.

What is the number of transactions taking

place and what percentage of those trans-

actions will be liable to the tax after these

particular amendments? All of those questions
relate to section 6.

Just to conclude, in the interest of brevity,

I think that the minister has already per-

ceived that we disagree with this softening of

the land speculation tax. It is simply a fur-

ther weakening of the bill. We are therefore

intending to oppose section 6 (1), which is

the section that reduces the period in which

you can work off the tax from 10 years to

five. We will however support section 6 (2)

which relates to farming because of the sup-

port we indicated in debate yesterday.
I would ask the Chairman to take the vote

separately on the two subsections of section 6.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the minister

wish to comment?

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, I be-

lieve figures were mentioned earlier in this

debate to the effect that whereas there had
been a projection for a very large income

resulting from this particular part of the Act,

actually that revenue was not forthcoming
and it declined in the first year to $3 million

and then rose to $6 million. I believe the pro-

jection now is $9 million.

Whether this amendment will actually have

the effect that we hope it will of stimulating

investment and development, I can't say

with all certainty because I am just not a

clairvoyant. We are confident that the bill

will stimulate development. I cannot tell

you for certain that it is so.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the hon.

member wish to speak again?

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the minister

hasn't explained how it is that this ministry

and the Treasury could forecast $25 million

in revenue from a bill which subsequently

gave total revenues of about $4 million a

year.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I think, Mr. Chair-

man, the member knows full well the answer

to his question and that's why he asked it.

It is that the bill was drafted in 1974 and

approved in that year when there was a

particular volume of real estate sales. That

was one of the reasons why the bill was

introduced, because we were so concerned

about speculation that was going on in land.

But the bill was effective. It did exactly

what we intended it to do. It inhibited such

speculative sales. The result was that the

whole thing was crashingly limited. That,

coupled with a declining economy, most

definitely has limited our revenue from it.

All I am saying to the member, Mr. Chair-

man, is that the bill worked. It did what it

was intended to do. It was successful.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman the bill work-

ed, the minister is quite correct. It worked,

but it had so many loopholes that it did

not provide any effective deterrent at all to

the speculation that was carried on by the

large development companies in the province.

I agree with the minister, the bill had the

effect of giving the illusion of action and giv-
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ing no real protection at all to people who

are getting ripped off by the large develop-

ment industry and by speculative landholders

across the province.

We will oppose this section. If you will

divide it, Mr. Chairman, I do have a ques-

tion on subsection 6(2).

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Shall section 6(1)

form part of the bill?

All those in favour will say "aye."

All those opposed will say "nay."

In my opinion, the "ayes" have it.

Mr. Cassidy: If I can refer the minister to

the very bottom line in section 6(2)(b), this

is the only place where the word "farming"

is used. I would appreciate it if the minister

could say what steps will be taken to dis-

tinguish between the people who put two

cows on their 100 acres of speculative land

and bona fide farmers. I am sure it is not

the intention of the ministry to allow a

sham to take place in order to avoid this

particular tax, or take advantage of this

exemption.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: If I could refer the

member back to that particular section that

he wished to amend, the one which was

changed and deleted, where we defined very

carefully what is unrestricted land and re-

stricted land, we were introducing the tool

of assessment in there, and assessment very

clearly defined what is farm land. There has

to be a basic or a minimum income derived

from the land and that, I think, is $2,500
net. And there most definitely has to be a

clear and working value of the land.

I have to say that having been a member
of the rural community myself, I am well

aware that assessors and many others are

aware of who is a legitimate farmer and
who isn't. No one gets kidded around in

the country, I can tell you that.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, the section

that the minister referred to does not form

part of this bill, because it is a reference to

The Land Transfer Tax Act. Is the minister

saying that the word "farming" on the desig-
nated land refers to farming as defined un-

der The Assessment Act—that the property
must be defined as farm land for assessment

purposes? If that is the case, would the min-

ister consider putting that into the legisla-

tion so that it is clear, rather than leaving
it ambiguous as it is right now? Because if

that is the case, we could ask the officials to

stand that particular clause to make the

change and to come back to it in 10 minutes

while we deal with another bill.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, I

would be glad to consult-I frankly think it

is unnecessary, but I will consult with them.

Excuse me.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The hon. minister.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, the

bill is well drawn, and is clear. There is one

other factor, which is that applications of

this nature, if there was anything at all

irregular, would be directed to the minister

for approval. So all the way through there

are controls. I assure you no one is giving

away the store.

Mr. Cassidy: Very briefly, we won't move
an amendment but I can't say that I have

great confidence in the fact that the matter

will come before the minister even if she

does claim to have a rural background. I

think that this particular part of the legisla-

tion is not well drafted and that it's wrong
to leave it as vague as that. I just simply

want to register our unhappiness at the way
that this has been done. If it was another

minister maybe in another government, we

might have more confidence that the store

was being guarded. That said, the basic pur-

pose of protecting legitimate full-time farm-

ers is one with which we agree and, there-

fore, we will support this section.

Sections 6 to 9, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 14 reported.

CORPORATIONS TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Deputy Chairman: I believe Mr. Cas-

sidy has amendments on various sections.

The first amendment that the Chair is aware

of is section 2. We assume section 1 will

carry. Does Mr. Cassidy wish to speak to his

amendment and move it?

Section 1 agreed to.

On section 2:

Mr. Cassidy: In fact, that is the only

amendment we have on this particular bill.

In the spirit of co-operation I am prepared

to confine my remarks to section 2(1). There

is no evidence that we have that the mi-

nister's answers are particularly satisfactory

when we raise any other points anyway, so

I'm not sure if it's worth the trouble.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Mr. Cassidy moves

that section 2 of Bill 15 be deleted and the

following substituted therefor: "2. Subsec-

tions 1 and 2 of section 62 of the said Act,

as re-enacted by the Statutes of Ontario,

1974, chapter 75, section 4, are repealed

and the following substituted therefor:
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"(1) Except as otherwise provided in this

section, there may be deducted in comput-
ing a corporation's income for a fiscal year
such an allowance, if any, in respect of an

oil or gas well or the processing to the

equivalent of crude oil or wellhead gas from
a petroleum-bearing mineral resource, as is

prescribed by regulation.

"(lb) There may be deducted in comput-

ing a corporation's income for a fiscal year
such amount as an allowance, if any, in

respect of

"(a) a mineral resource or timber limit or,

"(b) the processing to the prime metal

stage or its equivalent of ore from a mineral

resource that is 33% per cent of the amount
of the production profits or other subject of

allowance for the corporation for the fiscal

year as is prescribed by regulation.

"(2) For greater certainty, it is hereby de-

clared, that in the case of a regulation made
under subsection 1 or 1(b):

"(a) There may be prescribed by such

regulation an amount in respect of any or

all,

"(i) oil or gas wells or mineral resources

in which the corporation has an interest, or

"(ii) processing operations described in

clause b of subsection 1 that are carried on

by the corporation and,

"(b) notwithstanding any other piovision
in this Act, the Lieutenant Governor in

Council may prescribe the formula by which
the amount that may be allowed to the cor-

poration by such regulation shall be deter-

mined."

Mr. Cassidy: The opposition critic, the

minister and you, Mr. Chairman, have got

copies of the amendment. I have to say that

the last part of it, which is simply drafted

or drawn from what's in the bill already, is

Greek to me. It certainly indicates that we
cry out, in particular in the Ministry of

Revenue, for a course in clear drafting of

legislation because the stuff is more than
even most tax lawyers, I suspect, can easily

get their minds around.

I might say as well that I'm sorry that
the minister was not particularly co-opera-
tive in requests to get further information
in relation to these various bills in addition
to the budget documents that were tabled
some time ago, despite the fact that the
extra information is in the hands of that

phalanx of officials whom she has brought in
in order to back her up.

This particular amendment has a very
simple purpose. It is to respect the intention
of the budget of giving power of regulation
for determining depletion allowances for oil

and gas exploration and processing of oil

shale and that kind of thing, while main-

taining the present 33% per cent depletion
allowance for mineral resources and timber
limits that are exploited apart from oil and
gas.

[5:45]

Mr. Chairman, as I said in the second
reading debate, whatever we may feel about
that one-third automatic depletion we feel it

is better to put it in the legislation than it

is to give to this government the power to

increase the depletion allowance to 40 per
cent, 50 per cent, 75 per cent or even to 100
per cent. That is why we have put forward
this piece of legislation.

I see the deputy minister looking at me. I

did ask his people if they would draft this

particular amendment. I have to say to the
minister that I am sorry they were not pre-
pared to co-operate. It seems to me that

officials do work for the government of the

people of Ontario and not for the Conserva-
tive Party and I regret that lack of co-

operation.

If there is any technical problem with the

amendment I am quite happy to accept any
changes that may be necessary in order to

make the amendment acceptable. I hope that

the official opposition understand the purposes
of this amendment, which are simply to

segregate oil and gas from other minerals
and from timber, and to continue to treat

timber and mineral resources as they have
been treated since 1974. And I hope the

opposition will support this amendment.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, I

regret the member's remarks concerning my
staff. I would point out to him that he placed
them in a most difficult and embarrassing
position inasmuch as he presented them with
a conflict of interest.

How in the world could you expect the

staff who are working on the development of

legislation for our tax bills to also draw legis-

lation for you, objectively? I am sorry, I think

that you were advised to seek assistance from

legislative counsel available for just that

purpose. I think that was the appropriate

thing to do, and I am sorry that you made
those remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that there

is an error in the amendment as proposed.
The amendment includes an allowance for

processing oil and gas. This allowance is dis-

allowed under the present regulation 302 (2b)

of The Corporation Tax Act, so I think that

in itself places this amendment in jeopardy.

However, I would also point out that some
of the changes are rather sweeping and that
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the member is proposing something which
was not intended. Most definitely our amend-
ment was kept as simply written as possible.

We were attempting to keep it in line exactly

with the federal recommendation, and this is

in line with other provinces in this country.

We are not out of step. We are in step, and

maintaining that kind of simplification and

synchronization. I deplore the member's

amendment, frankly.

Mr. Cassidy: With respect, Mr. Chairman,
three points. In the first place, it is no con-

flict of interest to ask for officials of the

government of the province of Ontario to give
advice to members of the Legislature, what-
ever party they may happen to represent. I

reject completely the statements by the

minister, and it is the influence of this

minister that leads to that kind of an attitude

that civil servants who work for all of the

people of Ontario-

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member would return and

speak to the amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: If I am irrelevant, Mr. Chair-

man, then the minister was certainly irrele-

vant. I really find that rather upsetting.
The second point, Mr. Chairman—the

points referring to the processing of gas- or

oil-bearing mineral resources was something
that I did get advised upon by her officials.

If it is wrong, I am prepared to take it out.

I will make that motion right now. But be-

cause of her influence in denying any reason-

able kind of dealing with the officials, if it is

wrong I am sorry about that. But I put the

blame, not on the officials, but on the

minister.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, on a

point of order.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order please. The
hon. minister has a point of order.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Chairman, I

really can't sustain the member's comments.
I have never instructed my officials either

in this ministry, or in any other ministry, to

ever be unco-operative with a member of the

House, no matter from what party.

I was totally unaware of the member's
calls into my ministry this morning because I

was in cabinet. I didn't hear about it until

just before I came in, so I gave no instruc-

tions to them. And I believe that they were

co-operative and provided you with the in-

formation and answers to your questions as

you asked them. The only thing they said to

you was they thought that you should have
someone else draft your legislation, and I

think that was appropriate. You placed them
in a position of having a conflict of interest.

It was an embarrassment for them. I think

that our legislative counsel, whom I am
familiar with and have used many times my-
self in the past, are exceedingly competent
and are there to be objective and provide in-

dependent and objective advice to members
in the drafting of their legislation. That's

what they are there for. I think it was not
correct to ask my officials to draft your
legislation.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Perhaps we could
return to the actual amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: The officials, as the minister

said, were certainly very co-operative today
in providing advice, as I may say officials

usually are in the government. This is as a

general comment. However, from time to time

the influence of ministers does work in a

rather negative direction.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please. Per-

haps we could speak to the amendment.

Mr. Cassidy: The only point I wanted to

raise before we take the vote on this was that

if you simplify tax legislation the way this

minister wants to act, you will simply give

to the cabinet by regulation the powers to

decree any kind of a tax in the province of

Ontario without reference to the Legislature.

That's the simplistic land of approach that

she takes. We think it's wrong.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: All those in favour

of Mr. Cassidy's amendment will please say

aye.

All those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "nays" have it.

I declare the amendment defeated.

Section 2 agreed to.

Section 3 to 8, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 15 reported.

GIFT TAX ACT

House in committee on Bill 16, An Act to

amend The Gift Tax Act, 1972.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, in view of the

time, we've already indicated our opposition

to the basic portion of this bill, which is the

reference to the giving a much larger exemp-
tion level on the gift tax. We think it's wrong
and we want to have a vote on it. It's in

sections 3 and 4 and, I believe, also in section

5 of the bill. In the interests of convenience,

if the Chairman would like to call the vote

on those particular three sections, I think that

we have probably debated the principle of

those sections fairly adequately.

As I said, we stand for the people in the

province. The Liberal and Conservative parties
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in supporting those three sections will stand

for the protection of wealth.

Sections 1 and 2 agreed to.

On section 3:

Mr. Chairman: All those in favour of sec-

tion 3 forming part of the bill will please say

aye.

All those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Section 3 agreed to.

On section 4:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: All those in favour

of section 4 standing as part of the bill will

please say "aye."
All those opposed will please say "nay."

In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Section 4 agreed to.

On section 5:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: All those in favour

of section 5 standing as part of the bill will

please say "aye."
All those opposed will please say "nay."

In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Section 5 agreed to.

Sections 6 to 8, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 16 reported.

MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL TAX ACT

House in committee on Bill 17, An Act to

amend The Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Act.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any com-

ments, questions or amendments to any sec-

tion of this bill?

Mr. Cassidy: I want to raise a couple of

points in relation to section 5 of the bill.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Perhaps we can

carry the sections up to 5 then. Agreed?

Mr. Cassidy: Unless other people have

comments, yes.

Sections 1 to 4, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 5:

Mr. Cassidy: I had! thought of putting for-

ward an amendment but perhaps the way to

handle it is to ask the minister for an absolute

and unequivocal assurance about this particu-

lar point.

I have to confess I am very unhappy about

the proposal here. I said that when we were

debating the bill in second reading. The
idea that anybody driving a motor vehicle

using diesel fuel—and, if regulations are

changed, anybody driving any motor vehicle

in the province—could be stopped and could

be forced to show that they have proof by
receipt where they had bought their gasoline
or their diesel fuel, and, if they fail to com-

ply could be subjected to a fine amounting to

as much as $50 a day for failing to comply,
it seems to me is quite unconscionable.

I understand, although we have reserva-

tions which we expressed, that a system of

tightening up the enforcement of the diesel

fuel side of things is being implemented
here. We suspect that the coloration used

in Saskatchewan is a better means of proceed-

ing, but the government obviously thinks

otherwise and apparently they have the sup-

port of the Liberal Party for this further

extension of bureaucracy and red tape into

people's lives.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: I would like the minister to

give an absolute assurance that passenger
vehicles and vehicles not used for commercial

purposes, whether they be gasoline burning
or diesel-fuel burning, will not under any
circumstances be stopped, searched or sub-

jected to this particular section of the bill

without further reference and legislation in

the Legislature.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's easy enough to do.

Mr. Cassidy: If the minister would give

that assurance then we don't need to proceed
on it further. But I think we have to have

that assurance.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: I can do that very

simply, Mr. Chairman. The answer is yes.

Bill 12, An Act to amend The Retail Sales

Tax Act.

Sections 5 to 11, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 17 reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-

mittee of the whole House reported one bill

with amendment and five without amendment
and asked for leave to sit again.

THIRD READING

The following bills were given third read-

ing on motion:

Bill 15, An Act to amend the Corporations

Tax Act, 1972.

Bill 17, An Act to amend the Motor

Vehicle Fuel 1 ax Act.

LAND TRANSFER TAX
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved third reading

of Bill 13, An Act to amend The Land Trans-

fer Tax Act, 1974.

Mr. Speaker: Those in favour will please

say "aye."
Those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

I declare the motion carried.
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LAND SPECULATION TAX ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved third reading

of Bill 14, An Act to amend The Land
Speculation Tax Act, 1974.

Mr. Speaker: Those in favour will please

say aye.
Those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

I declare the motion carried.

GIFT TAX ACT
Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved third reading

of Bill 16, An Act to amend the Gift Tax
Act, 1972.

Mr. Speaker: Those in favour will please

say "aye."

Those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

I declare the motion carried.

MINISTRY OF NORTHERN AFFAIRS ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

Bernier, moved second reading of Bill 21,
An Act to establish the Ministry of Northern
Affairs.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

MINISTRY OF NORTHERN
AFFAIRS ACT

Debate on the motion for second reading
of Bill 21, An Act to establish the Ministry of

Northern Affairs.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, you'll recall

that when I introduced Bill 21, the bill to

establish the Ministry of Northern Affairs, I

indicated I would have a statement on second

reading. I gave copies of that particular state-

ment to both of the opposition critics and I

would like to put the text of the statement on
the record.

As you recognize, this is a very historical

occasion, a very historic day for those of us

who live in the northern part of the province
where we have about 10 per cent of the

population and command about 90 per cent

of the landmass.

Mr. Speaker, as the Premier (Mr. Davis)
commented during the introduction of the

original bill, this legislation represents a re-

newed commitment on the part of this gov-
ernment to overcome such obstacles as great

distances, dispersed population and depend-
ency on a narrow, resource-based economy.

Mr. Nixon: We notice you do that every six

years.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I'll get to that point too,

Bob.

All of this makes it difficult for northerners

to receive the services and have the access to

government which the people of southern

Ontario have learned to take for granted.
This legislation, as the Premier said, also

recognizes the wishes expressed by many
people in the north for a ministry that would
have special responsibility for ensuring that

when government decisions are made the

special needs and problems of the north will

be fully taken into account.

As was stated earlier, a number of my
ministry's responsibilities are ones that were

previously vested elsewhere in this govern 1-

ment. The Ministry of Northern Affairs will

take over responsibilities for community and

regional priority budgets and townsite de-

velopment in the north, all of which were

formerly the responsibility of the Ministry of

Wednesday, July 6, 1977

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental
Affairs. Northern Affairs will also assume re-

sponsibility for the northern Ontario resources

transportation program, the resource access
road program-

Mr. Reid: That bothers us.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —and the isolated com-
munities assistance program, formerly ad-

ministered by the Ministry of Natural Re-
sources. Similarly, the establishment of priori-
ties for northern road construction will be
transferred from the Ministry of Transporta-
tion and Communications.

Mr. Reid: That bothers us.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: And on July 1 1977, Mr.

Speaker, my ministry assumed responsibility
for the Ontario Northland Transportation
Commission,—

Mr. Reid: That bothers us.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —including norOntair
and the telecommunications system which
serves the entire north.

Mr. Nixon: We haven't had a committee

investigating that for quite awhile.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In the association with
the Ministry of Industry and Tourism, North-
ern Affairs will be seeking opportunities to

create new recreational attractions. This will

be done in close co-operation with municipal
councils, the tourist industry and other re-

lated businesses in the north.

Many industries in the north will benefit

enormously from the continuing program of

improvements which the government will

make in transportation systems of northern

Ontario over the next five years. New and

improved highways, resource access roads,

municipal and remote air strips and stepped
up services by rail and air. Some of these

initiatives, Mr. Speaker, are already under

way.
This program, to be co-ordinated by the

new ministry, will augment the hundreds of

millions of dollars which this government will

meanwhile be spending on the maintenance
of the north's existing highways and other

new road construction, either directly or

through provincial grants to municipalities.
This government's total investment in all forms

of transportation facilities in the north
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through the next five years will amount to

more than $800 million.

As has already been announced, the Minis-

try of Northern Affairs will also be working
with the Ministry of Natural Resources on a

tliree-year program to step up mineral ex-

ploration and development, to improve the

stability of the mining industry by ensuring
future sources of supply. Meanwhile, through
the regional priority budget transferred1 from

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental

Affairs, the new ministry will undertake

regional projects to benefit the north gener-

ally and to see that the installation and im-

provement of basic municipal services and
the establishment of industrial parks make it

possible for the towns and cities of the north

to attract new industries.

As well as co-ordinating the work of other

ministries in the north, the Ministry of Nor-

thern Affairs will bring government closer to

the people of the north. With five regional
and district offices established in key centres

and six new northern affairs offices-

Mr. McClellan: All in your riding.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —that are being set up
to augment the existing offices taken over

from Natural Resources, the great majority of

personnel in this new ministry, including both
the assistant deputy ministers, will be living
and working in the north.

In my view, the advantage of having a

ministry of the north in the north will be

enough in itself to justify the passage of this

bill. I know that members on both sides of

the House agree with that statement.

Mr. Reid: We like the bill but we're not
so sure about you.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I can be replaced, I

guess.

Mr. Reid: In that case we'll vote for it

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Since the earlier version

of this legislation was presented, we have
made a few additions and changes, mostly to

do with matters of a minor administrative

nature.

Mr. Nixon: Do you mean since Allan

Lawrence's legislation?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would like to draw
members' attention, however, to one new
section which is designed to provide the

government with a reasonable amount of

flexibility in responding to emergencies in

the north, such as national disasters and fires

which threaten the lives and property of

residents. The wisdom of giving the new
ministry this capability to respond swiftly and
effectively in such emergencies was demon-
strated rather dramatically at the time of

the disastrous fire which destroyed 152

homes in the town of Cobalt and left 450

persons homeless.

Mr. Nixon: You were responsible for the

assistance or the fire?

Mr. Martel: No, for the fire.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Our government re-

sponded to that crisis very quickly with an
immediate allocation of $500,000 for clean-

up and emergency housing, and later pledged
additional assistance at the rate of $4 for each
dollar raised locally for disaster relief. I

should mention in passing that the govern-
ment also allocated $500,000 for the Ministry
of Housing to provide 50 mobile homes for

families whose houses were destroyed in that

fire.

Mr. Reid: You create a new ministry for

that?

Mr Nixon: Look at what they could have
done if they had your salary to apply to that

fund?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In another emergency
situation I was able to announce that my
ministry, in co-operation with the Ministry
of Agriculture and Food, would provide well

improvements for livestock farmers facing
serious drought in Thunder Bay, Kenora,

Rainy River, Algoma, Manitoulin Island and
other parts of the north.

Mr. Martel: It takes you that long to write

a cheque even.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would just like to take

a few moments now, if I could, and read into

the record some of the comments that were
listed in the various newspapers across nor-

thern Ontario, to give you some idea, Mr.

Speaker, of the impact this announcement
had on northern Ontario, and the thrust and
the direction in which we hope to be going.

Mr. Martel: I could read a few too. You
have misplaced them.

Mr. Reid: They all say they want the

ministry but not the minister.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Is that right?

Mr. Martel: You'd better get a new deputy
minister. He has got to have those ready.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I think it's only right
that I start with the Espanola Standard of

February 9, 1977. Just to quote briefly it

says: "Lane says new ministry to increase

development."

Mr. Nixon: Is that good old "for"-Lane?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: "Besides responding to

the strong sense of need throughout northern

Ontario for a distinctive voice in cabinet at

Queen's Park, Mr. Lane said the govern-
ment's move will speed up development."
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Mr. Nixon: He promised that two elections

ago.

Mr. Martel: What lane are you talking

about, the passing lane?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: John Lane, the member
for Algoma.

Mr. McCIclIan: Suicide lane.

Mr. Nixon: It's "for"-Lane.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Another interesting
comment was the enthusiastic response from
the mayor of Espanola: "The mayor, who
had supported the idea when it was pro-

posed by Mr. Lane, added that it was about
time that something was done about the lack

of help from government in dealing with
northern problems."

Mr. Reid: We've been batting this around
for 10 years.

Mr. Nixon: The mayor is Mr. Foucault.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Right. "Everything is

handled by Queen's Park and people in the

south don't know what's going on up here.

We need something for northern Ontario."

Mr. Bolan: It sounds like Merle Dickerson.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: "Maybe it's not the 100

per cent solution but it's a major move in

the right direction."

Also, from the Sudbury Star-

Mr. Nixon: Oh, a fantastic phrase.

Mr. S. Smith: Quite pathetic.

Mr. Reid: Are you going to read all your
press clippings?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: My hon. critic from the
third party comes from that particular city.

This is what the editorial page said on
February 10, 1977: "A Good Choice to Head
Northern Ministry: The New Democratic

Party has been bitterly attacking establish-

ment of a Ministry of Northern Affairs. It

may not be so smart, but the north has been
asking for just such a ministry for years."

Mr. Wildman: How about the Chamber of

Commerce?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: "The demand has
centred in northwestern Ontario, it is true,
but it has also been heard in the central

north. It can't help but be welcomed right
across the north."

Mr. Nixon: They had it when Al Lawrence
was here.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The article goes on. "He
will keep a liaison and this is important. It

is important politically as the opposition par-
ties charge. It is also of public importance
in that it gives recognition and stature to the

north, which this section of the province
deserves and needs. Anything which makes

them feel more in the family can't help but
be worthwhile." That's from the editorial

page of the Sudbury Star.

Another comment-
Mr. Reid: Moving west now.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —from the Espanola
Mid-North Weekly, is dated February 9.

Mr. Martel: I thought you had read from
the Espanola paper already.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The editorial is headed:
"New Ministry Could Be an Advantage." And
it says:

"Lo and behold, we have now a new
Ministry of Northern Affairs. There was not
unanimous approval for such a ministry. The
NDP are strong in the north and they were
opposing the idea. Then there was the natural

cynicism of northerners who have been hear-

ing for years that the north was getting a raw
deal and that things would get better."

Mr. Cunningham: Ed Diebel.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The article goes on to

say: "The future looks brighter than it has
for some time and one of the fundamentals
of the ministry should be using northerners

as much as possible in their own setting. We
do not want another empire dictated and

operated from the south." As I pointed out,

that was from the Espanola Mid-North

Weekly.

Mr. Reid: The first thing you should do is

hire a speech writer.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: A little closer to home
for my hon. friend from the riding of Rainy
River is the Times-News of February 7, with
an editorial headed: "Recognition at Long
Last." It goes on to say:

"Suddenly we are given something north-

erners have been urging for many years. A
Ministry of Northern Affairs has probably
been the subject of more resolutions to

governments by northern chambers of com-

merce, boards of trade and political organiza-
tions than anything anyone could imagine,
with the possible exception of roads and high-

ways. To have it come about, now indicates

Queen's Park has been discussing us and our

discontent and has concluded finally that we
have a point."
The article goes on:

"It could mean a real breakthrough for

the north in dealing with government. Here-

tofore, our needs in any particular area were

only a small part of the concern of the various

ministries, more often than not handled by
people who had little knowledge of or ex-

perience with our special situations." It adds:

"Leo Bernier says he wants to bring a new
clout for the north at Queen's Park, and we
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wish him well." That's from the Times-News
at Thunder Bay.

Mr. Hodgson: Where are all your northern

members, Elie? They're getting scarce, aren't

they?

Mr. Martel: We will be back.

Mr. Reid: Is the minister going back to

Espanola again.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, I will be going back
northeast again.

I think it's important that we put this on
the record, Mr. Speaker: The February 4
edition of the Sudbury Star contained an
editorial headed: "Important Works for New
Ministry." To quote a couple of brief para-

graphs:
"There had been previous efforts to better

co-ordinate provincial services in the north
but the success level varied with the degree
of importance the department seemed to rate

with the cabinets of the day." It goes on
to say:

"He [the minister] will appoint assistant

deputy ministers to live and have their homes
in the north in order to give the minister

himself the kind of organization he will need
to do his job."

Mr. Wildman: They will get at least two
new houses then.

Mr. Hodgson: Is the minister giving Elie

some consideration as a deputy?
Hon. Mr. Bernier "As the Star has said

many times too, the idea makes sense be-

cause it is necessary. Now, let's see to it

that it gets to work; there is much to be
done."

Back again to another article in the Sud-

bury Star of January 29.

Mr. Wildman: You like that paper, don't

you?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It goes on to say: "The
northern ministry is a useful project. Algoma-
Manitoulin MPP John Lane is pressing the

government to set up a ministry of northern

Ontario for the purpose of co-ordinating
relations between Queen's Park and these

far-off hinterlands of the province."

Mr. Reid: Where is he tonight, he is so

interested?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It goes on to say: "Cer-

tainly a ministry for northern Ontario would
help provide a valuable improved link be-
tween the northern communities and our

governors to the south. Keep it up, Mr.

Lane, it makes sense."

That's just a sampling, Mr. Speaker, of the
broad general support that this announce-
ment had across northern Ontario. In fact,

I have another one here that I should put in

the record from the North Bay Nugget. I

know the member from North Bay would
want me to put it on the record. It's an
editorial dated Monday, April 11, and the

headline of that particular editorial is,

"Northern Ontario Future is Riding with the

New Ministry."

Mr. Cassidy: In uncertain hands.

Mr. Reid: We are in trouble then.

Mr. S. Smith: Don't you have more con-

fidence in the north than that?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: "Unquestionably," it

says, "the most important announcement to

emanate from Queen's Park in many a year
is the plan for the operation of a Ministry
of Northern Affairs. It must be given a fair

amount of time to do this. Instant miracles

won't happen, but within a minimum of a

year there should be tangible evidence that

the Ministry of Northern Affairs is working,
and working to the benefit of the people of

a vast portion of Ontario."

[8:15]

Mr. McClellan: You don't have to listen to

this.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It goes on to say that

the location of the offices of the deputies
matters not much. "What matters is that

these offices function well and take hold of

the programs which have been designated to

them under their jurisdiction." The new
ministry won't be understaffed, it goes on to

state. "It will eventually grow to 150 persons,

only 35 of whom will be located at Queen's
Park. The remainder will work and live in

northern Ontario." And that's from the North

Bay Nugget, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Martel: You are trying hard to prove

you are wanted.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Another editorial just

a few months earlier than that from the same

newspaper, dated February 26, was cap-
tioned "Northern Ministry Deserves a Chance
to Prove Its Worth." And the Sudbury Star

later on, in another editorial: "New Ministry

Might Help Bridge the Communications

Gap."
So that gives you a good idea of the

broad support, not only in the newspapers of

northern Ontario, but certainly on the radio

stations, in the editorial comments of the tele-

vision stations across northern Ontario. Cer-

tainly the response to this ministry in

northern Ontario was shown very clearly on

that event that we have just gone through on

June 9.

Mr. Nixon: It's where you do all your ad-

vertising. The editorials were right next to

the Conservative government ads.
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Mr. Cassidy: Where are those new mem-
bers for Timiskaming and Cochrane South?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I know I will have more
to say after the members contribute in a

very positive way to the establishment of

this new ministry. But I just want to make
one correction in the minds of some people.

We did have a ministry dealing with northern

affairs at some earlier date under the former

direction of the Hon. Allan Lawrence.

Mr. Cassidy: Where's the member for

Algoma-Manitoulin (Mr. Lane), and the mem-
ber for Sault Ste. Marie (Mr. Rhodes)?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It was then called the

Ministry of Mines and Northern Affairs, but

the members know that northern affairs

branch was only an information package for

setting up of the 25 northern affairs informa-

tion offices across northern Ontario.

Mr. Cassidy: You could have made it an

effective ministry but you didn't.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Some members will try

to leave the impression that we did have a

northern affairs portfolio at that time in total,

but that is not totally correct. It was an

information package, and that information

package now moves over to this new ministry

along with the other programs which I have

already announced and which I have already

spelled out in some considerable detail.

Mr. Cassidy: You blew it and you know it.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I indicated

some time ago in my own public discussions

about the Ministry of Northern Affairs that

it had to be more than a co-ordinating minis-

try; it had to have some adminstrative re-

sponsibility and of course it had to have a

budget, it had to have clout.

Mr. Cassidy: Right, including the minister's

salary.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: As the members will

know from examination of the budget esti-

mates, we have about $120 million for which
we will be responsible.

Mr. McClellan: You will have plenty
then.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: This is a substantial

increase over the same programs that were
in place about a year ago, and this of course

will have a tremendous impact on the de-

velopment and improvement of the quality of

life and the development of other matters

necessary in northern Ontario.

Mr. Nixon: You have got your hand in it

right now.

Mr. McClellan: How much have you got
on you tonight?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: As the members ex-

amine this bill and study the compendium of

background material which was delivered to

both parties some time ago, they will see

that this legislation creates the general
framework required for the establishment

and the administration of the Ministry of

Northern Affairs. In this regard, it is similar

to legislation which has established other

ministries. It does not, of course, go into the

details of the ministry's programs, which are

spelled out in the estimates. Instead, it

makes possible a broad range of actions.

My ministry welcomes suggestions from

all members of the House for programs and
initiatives to be undertaken within this legis-

lative framework to improve the prosperity
and the well-being of the north and all of

those of us who live in northern Ontario.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I rise on behalf

of the Liberal Party, and I will tell you at

the outset that we will support the bill on

second reading in principle. We feel there

is an opportunity for something to be done

with this ministry regardless of the way the

ministry happened to evolve or come before

us tonight.
Those of you—and I'm sure you're one, Mr.

Speaker—who have been around here for a

while realize that the present Minister of

Northern Affairs was in a drastic need, or I

should say the Premier and the government
were in drastic need, of having that par-

ticular former Minister of Natural Resources

get a horizontal promotion. Where could he

put the former Minister of Natural Resources

when the former member for Hamilton

Mountain (Mr. J. R. Smith) was still with us

at that time?

Mr. Nixon: If he'd only waited.

Mr. Reid: If the Premier had known what

was going to happen we wouldn't have the

Ministry of Northern Affairs. It's a sad com-

mentary that for 34 years the Conservative

government has had the responsibility of

governing in the province of Ontario, and yet

it's only in the last year that they have come

up with the brilliant idea, that we've heard

from opposition members over the years, that

there should be a Ministry of Northern

Affairs.

I applaud the government. I don't think

their motives were of the purest and cleanest

and brightest. I think they had to find a slot

for my friend from Kenora. Regardless, this

gives us from northern Ontario an extra voice

in the cabinet and it also takes some of the

responsibility away from Treasury particu-

larly, which has continually loused up things

in northern Ontario.

Mr. Makarchuk: Wait until Leo gets at it.
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Mr. Reid: What bothers me is the fact

that now we have somebody else who's

being given that opportunity. The bill is

very general in nature.

Mr. Wildman: Very vague.

Mr. Reid: I would have liked it be a little

more specific in just what the responsibilities

of the minister are. We have the statements

of the Premier—they bother me a little as to

what the Minister of Northern Affairs is going
to do—and we have the statements of the

minister himself. There possibly will be

some amendments to the bill, but we'd like

to get sorted out tonight what the objectives

of the ministry are going to be.

The Premier in his statement to the House
on the introduction of the bill on April 7 in-

dicated that one of the responsibilities of the

ministry would be to decide what studies of

a social and economic nature were going to

be done.

I could have every page in this House busy
for 10 minutes bringing in from my office

studies that have been done on northern

Ontario. We are studied to death up there.

There are more studies, on everything under

the sun; there are reviews of studies, there

have been briefs on studies-

Mr. Wildman: It is the main industry.

Mr. Makarchuk: It is the major industry.

Mr. Reid: —and to little purpose at all.

As a matter of fact, it kept I don't know how
many Tories employed over the years, and
also many people—especially in the Treasury
ministry—running around.
The main reports we've had over the years

have been the Design for Development
Northwestern Ontario and Design for De-
velopment Northeastern Ontario. I'm sure

the minister would be disappointed if I didn't

quote from the brief that was presented by
the Sudbury and District Chamber of Com-
merce.

Mr. Martel: McKeough has membership
there.

Mr. Reid: It was in response to the North-
eastern Ontario Design for Development,
emanating from that repository of all

knowledge and wisdom somewhere down in

the bowels of the Frost Building, that little

group who are experts on northern Ontario
because they've all been there at least once
in their lifetimes as civil servants in the

province of Ontario.

The title, Mr. Speaker, if I could have

your attention, gives you the sort of impact
of what the brief is all about. The title is A
Profile in Failure. Actually that's the nicest

part of the document, because after that it

gets rather nasty.

Mr. Martel: It's downhill.

Mr. Reid: It's downhill after that.

On the first page it says: "The northeastern

Ontario regional strategy is devoid of any
strategy of development—physical, economic
or social." I'd hate to tell you how many
years and how many people are involved in

these studies. "It represents the pinnacle of

the intellectual bankruptcy of the southern

establishment in even analysing the problems
of the north, let alone dealing with them

effectively."

That almost sounds like a speech from
the hon. member for Sudbury East. But I

have to agree with the sentiments expressed.

Mr. Martel: I don't make any claims to

writing that, although I said it many times.

Mr. S. Smith: You are not a member of

the Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. Reid: We don't need any more studies

in northern Ontario. We know what we need
in northern Ontario. We have to, because

we have been disappointed so often in the

past by the existing governmental ministries

that we have to hope again that we will get

something out of the Ministry of Northern

Affairs.

However, my optimism is tinged just a

little with my knowledge of how the minister

has operated in the past when he was Minis-

ter of Natural Resources.

Mr. S. Smith: A sad example.

Mr. Reid: I gather that the minister's

speech writer so far has been restricted mostly
to clipping out columns and editorials from

the newspaper, or perhaps that is what the

Deputy Minister has been engaged in doing.

Mr. Nixon: That's all there is for him to do.

Mr. Reid: It is rather interesting that he

clipped out, of course, those that were some-

what approving of the new ministry, but he

didn't cut out any of the editorials in rela-

tion to the minister's first official act, in

deciding where he would put the regional

offices in northern Ontario.

For the new members who may not have

been aware, the minister in his wisdom,

looking at northern Ontario as a region to

deal with, doing his best for all of northern

Ontario, decided to put the one regional

office in the city of Sault Ste. Marie—as far

west as you can go pretty well in north-

eastern Ontario, the most geographically diffi-

cult location for most of the people in north-

eastern Ontario.

Mr. Martel: They weren't even in touch

with him.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

ask you a question, as well-versed as you are
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in northern matters, just ask yourself who
happens to represent the riding of Sault Ste.

Marie.

Mr. Nixon: Who indeed?

Mr. Reid: Who indeed? I believe it is the

present Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes).

Mr. Martel: Switch, switch.

Mr. Reid: Now that, I am sure, had

nothing to do with putting that office there,

because we know the minister is a man of

integrity and honour and that political con-

siderations would not have entered into

putting the office in Sault Ste. Marie.

Mr. Nixon: We are lucky it didn't go into

Moonbeam.

Mr. Reid: I imagine there was a fairly

strong lobby for that as well. It would go
with your ski hill, Rene.

Now I don't believe for a minute there

were political considerations, Mr. Speaker,
but if we take at look at where the other

regional office went in northwestern Ontario,
it went almost to Winnipeg. I was surprised,

quite frankly, it didn't go into Hudson, but I

understand the minister sold all his holdings
there a while ago. He put the other office,

Mr. Speaker, in Kenora, which is the farthest

west community in the riding of Kenora.

Mr. Nixon: It should have been in Emo.

Mr. Reid: It should have been in Atikokan,
at least that would have been central; or

even Dryden, I would have gone for Dryden.
But no, the minister, playing the political

game, put the ministry office in Kenora. Now
I hoped this was only a temporary aberration

on his part, but he has had them—I have been
here for 10 years and that temporary aberra-

tion has lasted 10 years, so I don't know if

there is going to be much of a change.

Mr. Speaker, the minister mentioned in his

opening remarks that he would be interested

in hearing what is needed in northern On-
tario. Well I applaud the fact that he is

willing to listen to suggestions, but I would
think that after his almost ll-to-12 years of

being an MPP from northern Ontario, he
would have a pretty good idea of what we
need in northern Ontario and what is our
number one problem in northern Ontario.

[8:30]

Mr. Cunningham: Leo Bernier.

Mr. Makarchuk: You guys rehearsed that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Very charitable.

Mr. Reid: You are supposed to be the

straight man.

An hon. member: Here comes the number
two problem.

Mr. Reid: And there's number two.

Mr. Nixon: He's trying harder.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I try harder, yes.

Mr. Reid: I must say that we appreciate
the job the Minister of Natural Resources is

doing. We haven't seen him since he got
appointed, and we do appreciate that.

What are the problems we have to grapple
with in northern Ontario? Obviously, jobs
have got to be one. The minister used that;
that was his theme in the entire election.

Others are lack of services, lack of employ-
ment opportunities and the high cost of

living. But I say to the minister that all of

these, really, are a function of what I con-
sider to be our major problem, that is trans-

portation and transportation costs; both the

lack of transportation facilities and the cost of

those facilities when we have them.

We are not going to attract any second-

ary industry in northern Ontario, we are

not going to even attract processing plants,

if the cost of transportation is going to

militate against those products being shipped
out of our region. If we are going to attract

secondary industry to begin with, then in

many cases we have to bring the materials

into northern Ontario to manufacture what-
ever it is—boats, furniture or whatever we
want to do there—and then ship it back out.

We have do something about the trans-

portation system. All the studies you want to

do and all the studies you already have all

point to that very fact. There was a study
done for the Ontario Economic Council—I

wondered why it wasn't in this little com-

pendium—by, I believe, Professor Bonsor of

Lakehead University.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Do you support that

approach?

Mr. Reid: Which?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The professor from
Lakehead University?

Mr. Reid: How do you mean support his

approach?

Mrs. Campbell: Who has got the floor?

Mr. Reid: I think generally his theory
was that products going out of northern

Ontario for designation to somewhere else

outside of northern Ontario were being ship-

ped out of northern Ontario at a lower rale

than goods coming into northern Ontario.

The reason is simple. The material that is

going out of northern Ontario is in bulk

volume—raw materials, generally speaking;

ore, unprocessed in most cases; wood forest

products, lumber, pulp and paper and so on.

These are high bulk volume freight rates

that attract a lower price than manufactured
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goods or goods that are difficult to handle

or that have to be handled more than the

raw materials.

Mr. Martel: Do you know this fellow

John Reid?

Mr. Reid: Yes, I do.

Mr. Martel: Well, would you ask him to

do something about that?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Reid: We can go into that but the

minister is now responsible for the Ontario

Northland Transportation Commission and

so he's got a vehicle at his disposal that per-

haps we can use-

Mr. Wildman: They just bought a few
new ones.

Mr. Reid: —not only for northeastern

Ontario but for northwestern Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: Reconditioned Swiss ones

do a good job too.

Mr. Reid: Until we solve these transpor-
tation costs we won't get any secondary in-

dustry in northern Ontario. I've got a couple
of problems in my riding right now. It's a

viable commodity that we are producting
but the transportation costs almost twice as

much as the product we are selling. It also

adds to the high cost of living for us who
live in northern Ontario. Our groceries are

more expensive. Our gasoline is going out

of sight. For our clothing, furniture and

everything we need1

, we have to pay those

higher transportation costs.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Licence plates are

cheaper.

Mr. Reid: As for licence plates, let's see

how much clout the minister has. Has he

got the $10 licence plates on half-tons?

How could that have gone through cabinet

without his fixing that up in the first place?

Mr. Peterson: How about cigarettes?

Mr. Reid: The minister knows that half

the population in northern Ontario drives

half-ton trucks.

Mr. Wildman: Forty-five per cent.

Mr. Reid: People who work at the mines
are not going to take a $10,000 car over
those roads. The people who work in the

bush are not going to be driving cars—you
know that. For a lot of people it's the only
vehicle they have. If you were serious about

giving people a break on high gasoline prices
then you could have done something about
the half-ton vehicles. I hope that before the

night is over the minister will get up and
say, "I can prove to you that the Ministry
of Northern Affairs is doing something.

We're approving this," or "It's been ap-

proved by cabinet."

Mr. Roy: There's your challenge.

Mr. Reid: There you go, there's your
chance—one tiny step for the minister, a

large step for northern Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: While I'm still on the matter

of freight rates and the high cost of living,

it harks back to memory that great splurge
of a few years ago. That was their last great
initiative in the north for the Conservative

Party. That was, I believe, John Robarts,
when he announced to great fanfare and the

rolling of drums and the TV cameras banked

up outside, that the Conservative govern-
ment had achieved the impossible. We were

going to have equalized beer prices across

the province of Ontario.

Mr. Wildman: What about milk?

Mr. Reid: What about milk? What about

gasoline? What about everything else? If we
could do it for beer why can't we find some
mechanism—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You know the reason.

Mr. McClellan: Public ownership of dis-

tribution.

Mr. Reid: We've got high prices now. We
don't want them any higher.

Mr. S. Smith: Publicly-owned beer com-

panies, Mr. Reid?

Mr. Reid: The member for High Park-

Swansea (Mr. Ziemba) wouldn't like that

too much.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Reid: I know one of the reasons, but

the point is that things can be done, and

they always seem to be done, around election

time. If the Conservative government can

come up with that kind of ingenuity, I'm

sure they can do something about high

freight rates.

The minister has also suggested he is go-

ing to be responsible for northern communi-
cations. (I have had correspondence with the

Minister of Transportation and Communica-
tions (Mr. Snow) and I want to put it on

the record—I'll send the minister a copy of

the letter—that one of the things we lack is

a good communication system in northern

Ontario, certainly anything on a regional
basis. In some cases, some of our commu-
nities have very little communication at all,

other than telephone, perhaps radio, and if

they have television some are stuck with

nothing but the CBC. Believe me, if you
think sometimes when you go into some of

these communities and people are a little
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strange, you should live with nothing but a

diet of CBC.

Mr. Cunningham: Can you imagine having
the CBC, and Leo Bernier as your member?

Mr. Reid: The only benefit is that on CBC,
which most of us get in northwestern On-

tario, we don't get to see the minister—that's

one of the benefits.

Mr. Cassidy: Why don't you talk to your
brother about that?

Mr. Wildman: You don't see those Tory
ads either. That's an advantage.

Mr. Reid: If we just had more Tory ads

up there we'd probably get all the seats be-

tween us.

Mr. Cassidy: Did you know the CBC was
founded by a Conservative government in

Ottawa?

Mr. Reid: They must still be running it

because it's in bad shape.

Mr. Wildman: It is too late for that.

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I wanted to talk-

well not at length, but just a Bttle-nabout

the television reception particularly. The gist

of my letter to the Minister of Transportation
and Communications was that some of the

private broadcasters had tried to get together
and deal with Bell Canada—il believe it was
Bell—to rent space on their microwave tow-

ers. I don't pretend to understand the tech-

nology of how these systems work, but I

understand that using these microwave towers

you can link up computers, you can link up
TV reception, radio reception and of course

telephone reception.

They went to Bell and they tried to nego-
tiate a deal to rent space on the existing

towers, and the price that came back from
Bell was just outrageous. There was no way
that the people could afford to pay the rates

that this consortium or this particular com-

pany would have to charge.
It seems to me that the government,

through the Ministry of Northern Affairs and

MTC, could use their good offices to nego-
tiate with Bell, because certainly an individ-

ual company cannot get anywhere with

Mother Bell. As a matter of fact, II think

sometimes Bell tells both the federal and pro-
vincial governments what to do.

The minister's reply to me was there's

already an existing microwave system, which
I had already told him in the letter—it gives

you an idea how closely they read the letters

—but that if the government was to apply
some pressure that space would be available

at a reasonable price. There are private en-

trepreneurs who apparently are interested in

providing multi-channel TV and improving
the reception for those areas in northern On-

tario. As I say, if the minister doesn't know
about it, I'll send him the information.

Which brings me to the other side of the

coin and that is educational television. The

government, afterprocrastinating and cutting
off Sudbury and Thunder Bay from ETV, has

finally gone ahead—they're putting in the

transmitters and so on in those two places—

except that my riding, the minister's riding,
the member for Lake Nipigon's riding-

Mr. Martel: Nipissing.

Mr. Reid: —and Nipissing, a large part of

northern Ontario, are still going to be with-

out educational television.

I've made this speech before, but it was

my understanding when we brought it in

that educational television was to provide a

service to those people who didn't have the

benefits of, say, living in downtown Toronto,
or downtown Burlington, or wherever it hap-

pens to be—it was to provide them with an-

other tool in the outer areas of the province.

And yet we in northern Ontario are the last

ones to get the service. So I would hope trmt

that would be a priority that the minister

has.

I want to talk also about health services.

I want to talk about unorganized communi-
ties.

I wanted to talk about NODC. I didn't hear

the minister mention that NODC would be

moving over to his ministry. I don't know if

that's decided or not. It hasn't been? It

should. Why loans for northern Ontario have

to be approved down, again, in southern On-

tario is beyond me. The process takes too

long. They're virtually useless. You're either

bankrupt or you're making enough money you
don't need them, but we're employing a bunch
of civil servants to keep them happy, I sup-

pose.
We've got to do something about providing

better health care, particularly dentists, in

northern Ontario. You've heard me speak
about this before, Mr. Speaker. We're all

paying the same OHIP premiums and yet

we don't have access to the kind of medical

facilities that everybody in southern Ontario

takes for granted. Myself and my friend from

Lake Nipigon for years have been asking that

the government provide a subsidy to people
in northern Ontario who have to travel to

see a doctor. If you live in Toronto, you
don't have to go more than a few blocks to

see a doctor. You pay the same OHIP.

Mr. Warner: Are you kidding? You have

to go out on the nearest golf course.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Are you kidding? It

is only the school teachers who are out there.

Mr. Reid: We pay the same rates. So I

hope the minister will be looking at that.
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The other thing is in regard to unorganized
communities. Their biggest problem really is

that they have no kind of official structure

that can accept assistance from the govern-

ment, either federal or provincial, because

there's no one in the community to take re-

sponsibility and the concomitant account-

ability for any funds that might be made
available. There have been ways of getting

around these matters in the past, but we went

through the isolated communities Act a few

years ago and didn't satisfy anyone. We
must find some kind of mechanism to give
those people representation within their com-

munities, so that someone there is respon-
sible and can provide the leadership in those

communities. As it is now they're relying

pretty well on a service club perhaps, or

some ad hoc committee to get a fire truck,

which is needed in all these areas. Some
formal mechanism has to be found to provide
this kind of leadership and authority in these

areas.

[8:45]

I'm going on at more length than I had

intended, Mr. Speaker. I wanted to speak
about the forest industry in northern Ontario.

I realize that comes under the Ministry of

Natural Resources, so I won't dwell on that.

But I do want to talk about the tourist in-

dustry, because it's our third largest industry
in northern Ontario and one that provides
perhaps the largest potential for immediate

jobs.

I want to outline for the edification of the
House—not of the minister, because we've
had correspondence on this—one way that I

believe we could do something to improve
tourism in northern Ontario and the avail-

ability of jobs. I'm not required to do so, I

realize, Mr. Speaker, but I should say that

perhaps I have a small conflict of interest in

this matter as I'm involved financially in a

tourist operation myself. However, I have
been making similar speeches for a number
of years, as the minister knows from his time
as Minister of Natural Resources; I was con-

stantly giving him heck for his lack of policy
in regard to tourism and Crown I'and camping
in northern Ontario.

The thesis is generally this: Right now,
we are allowing tourists to enter the province
of Ontario, particularly northern Ontario, and
all they have to buy is a fishing licence for

$10.75. They can bring their camper-trailers,
park them wherever they like; and they can

bring their booze, their food and their fishing
tackle. All they have to do is buy that fishing
licence. They're not required to stay at a
licensed tourist camp or a provincial park or
at anything that's licensed by the Ministry

of Industry and Tourism. We call them pork-
and-beoners.

Mr. Laughren: Tin-can tourists.

Mr. Reid: Tin-can tourists or pork-and-
beaners, we're not getting anything out of

these people financially in a revenue sense.

Let's face it, that's the bottom line of tourism;

you try to extract as many dollars out of

that tourist as possible.

Mr. McClellan: Maybe they should go to

the Maritimes this summer
Mr. Reid: My proposal is that visitors to the

province be required to stay in licensed tourist

camps, licensed provincial parks—something
licensed by the Ministry of Industry and
Tourism. This would have all kinds of effects,

I think. First of all, obviously it would create

a demand for more tourist camps and more
accommodation. It would perhaps require the

hiring of guides in the summer so that

students and some of the native population
would be hired by these camps to provide
these services for these people. It would allow

the conservation officers to check these people
much more easily. It would save us $500,000
or better in garbage cleanup—and I don't say
they're the only ones who leave their garbage
in the bush.

My proposal has all lands of benefits to the

economy and job creation in northern Ontario,

and I don't understand why, for so many
years, we advertised to come fish and hunt in

northern Ontario, which they do, and yet we
extract very little in the way of revenue from

them.

The minister, I'm sure, reads very avidly

the Kenora Miner and News. They're not al-

ways as kind to him as the Dryden Observer.

Incidentally, does the minister own part of

that newspaper?

An hon. member: Part of it? All of it.

Mr. Reid: You can't read the Dryden
Observer. You don't have to read it, because

its more like a pictorial magazine of the

Minister of Northern Affairs dbing all kinds of

things.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's good judgement.

Mr. Reid: That's why I say the minister

must have a conflict there. He must own 75

per cent of it.

Mr. Laughren: Is it true they now call the

minister the John Wayne of the north?

Hon. B. Stephenson: They will never call

the hon. member that.

Mr. Reid: I understand it was the Mickey
Rooney of northern Ontario, but that's neither

here nor there.

Mr. S. Smith: Trigger, wasn't it?
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Mr. lleid: In any case, there are all kinds

of benefits to be had from that kind of an

approach to our land in northern Ontario

because the pressure on the game and fish

has became so extreme that many of our

lakes, as the minister knows, are fished out.

The moose population seems to be fairly

steady, but they've been driven back into the

far regions by the pressure and we just don't

have that kind of proper approach to conser-

vation. It is better, I say to the minister, to

find one tourist spending $200 than to have
10 of them, these pork and beaners, each

spending $20, because the pressure on the

resource is then not so extreme.

I was going to say something about Design
for Development; we all know that it is out-

moded. TEIGA has been working on that; I

presume, from the Premier's statement, the

minister is going to take that over.

I suggest that we don't need any more
studies like that. What we need is well under-

stood guidelines for the social and economic

development of northern Ontario. What we
need, if we are going to have a new town-

site, based usually on a resource, or even an

existing community—but let's talk about new

development, like what might happen at Lake

St. Joe.

What has to be understood by one and1

all is who is going to provide what facilities

and who is going to pay for them. Where do

the native people fit into these matters—and,

incidentally, that is something that I found a

little strange when I read through the bill.

There is no reference to the native people in

the ministry. I presume that means they are

going to remain under Social and Community
Services—no doubt at their own request; they
knew what they're getting into.

That strikes me as rather strange, to tell

you the truth. Here we have a Ministry of

Northern Affairs. We've got I don't know
how many reserves in northern Ontario; I

think I have 10 or 12 in my riding. And
yet the Minister of Northern Affairs is not

going to be responsible for the native popu-
lation in that area. As I say, they probably
were given the choice and they decided they
would stay where they were. They know
what they're doing.

But to get back, Mr. Speaker, what we
need are well-understood guidelines. Who is

going to provide the hard services? Who is

going to provide the soft services? What is

going to happen to these resource towns
when the rnine moves out or the forest in-

dustry has taken everything out and there

is nothing left? What happens to these com-
munities? Who is going to look after the

people who are left there with their houses,

with their mortgages, with their schools to

pay for, with their hospitals to pay for?

What programs do we have to handle these

matters?

Mr. S. Smith: Take care of Frank's two

saplings.

Mr. Reid: We don't have any plans for

the development of communities and we
have no plans for the decline of resource

communities. And all these studies we've
done deal with everything else but the mat-
ters that are really important.

I have asked the Treasurer (Mr. Mc-
Keough) on numerous occasions, "What are

you going to do for, say, Atikokan?" Look
what happened to Ignace.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Look what we have
done already.

Mr. Reid: That's right, but if the mine

goes—
Hon. Mr. Bernier: We have to try to

counteract the gloom and doom you advo-

cate.

Mr. Reid: I wasn't gloom and doom. Do

you know who those guys were? They were

prominent members of the Conservative

Party, that's who they were, but they got

fired. They are down in the United States.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I heard it from the

local provincial member.

Mr. Reid: Oh no, you never heard me
talking gloom and doom.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I have it on tape.

Mr. Reid: Oh, I'd like to hear that some

day.
I must give somebody credit—I know it is

not to the minister's credit or we wouldn't

have it; he'd have put it in Hudson. Last

week, or actually Monday, the minister and

I were in Atikokan to announce the con-

struction of the 800-megawatt thermal plant

in Atikokan. I must commend Hydro par-

ticularly for the excellent job they did—and

I must compliment the government for hav-

ing the good sense also to put that plant in

Atikokan. But it seems to me that Hydro is

almost a perfect example of what the gov-
ernment should be doing on a government
scale.

Hydro seems to have a pretty clear-cut

idea of who is going to provide the housing,

at what expense, who is going to pay for it,

what they require for the community and

what they may pay for it. At least they

thought of these things. As I say, these

studies that have been ongoing in the Treas-

ury for so many years never deal with these

problems. I see that the Provincial Secretary
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for Social Development is here with us. Who
is going to pay for the schools that are

needed? Who is going to pay for the hos-

pitals? Who is going to pay for all these

services when an industry moves into per-

haps a small existing community or even
into a new one? Who pays for these serv-

ices? Do the people who work in the mine
or in the forest industry pay for them
through their taxes? Then when that industry
is gone, they are still stuck with their mort-

gages.

Mrs. Campbell: That's the way they plan
over there.

Mr. Reid: How do we do it? Ignace
boomed. It used to be a CPR point on the

railway. That's pretty well all that was
there, that and gas stations. I think Ignace
has more gas stations per capita than any-
where else in the world. It used to be in
the minister's riding. Until I took over,

nothing happened there. When it took off,
when the population quadrulped in a matter
of three years with Mattabi Mines, what did
the government do to provide services for
that community? They did nothing and the

community went bankrupt.
All of a sudden, they had this influx of

people. It went from approximately a pop-
ulation of 700 to 2,800, and yet the govern-
ment provided no assistance to that com-
munity—hardly any—until it went bankrupt.
Once it went bankrupt with all these
officials of TEIGA sitting round like vul-
tures watching it go bankrupt, then the
government stepped in and said: "Now we
are going to countersign every cheque that
you spend and we are going to tell you
what to do. Now we will give you a little

assistance."

Where were they in providing the serv-

ices, the housing, the sewers and water,
hospitals, which we still don't have there,
and even policing? We have had to fight
tooth and nail for policing. What do all these
thousands of civil servants do when they are

writing these reports? What goes on in this

ministry? What has it been doing? Where
are the guidelines? Why don't we have a
policy on these things? Are we going to get
one or are we going to get another study?
The government knows what has to be done.
Why don't we do it?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We will.

Mrs. Campbell: With Northern Affairs?

Mr. Roy: Look at your track record.

Mr. Reid: We will? As for the track re-

cord, I don't know if the minister ever goes
to the racetrack. I am told by a former

colleague of mine from southern Ontario

who, once a year whether he needed it or

not, would go out to the horse races. He
told me once: "Pat, if you ever go, look at

the form, the chart of the horse and the

races he has run. If he has never won a race,

don't bet on him." That's my concern about
the minister. He hasn't won any races yet.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Five elections.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Lost at horseshoes, too.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: How many seats have
we got in northern Ontario now? Seven.

Mr. Reid: I hadn't intended to go on so

long, but the minister was obviously enjoy-

ing my remarks so much, he obviously needs
a great deal of direction. Actually, I am
speaking not to him but to his deputy min-
ister who is under the press gallery tonight.
That is one of the bright lights as far as I

am concerned in this new miinstry.

Mr. Martel: You just got him fired.

Mr. Reid: This is the kiss of death, by the

way. If we can attract people like that to the

ministry—it has a couple already I'd like to

see fired and I'll send the minister their

names—if they were all of the calibre of the

deputy minister, then I would have some

hope for the ministry.

I'd like to ask the minister a couple of

questions before I do sit down. Has he
fixed up The Mining Act, that amendment or

that interpretation yet?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We are working on
that.

Mr. Reid: He is working on it? It would
be really nice if before the end of this ses-

sion was over the minister could stand in

his place and make a statement on some of

the ills that his ministry has rectified in

northern Ontario. One of the simplest would
be this interpretation of The Mining Tax
Act.

[9:00]

This is how—I don't understand how
these people can ask us for their confidence

when they can mess things up the way they
have. Let me explain to you, Mr. Speaker,
about this interpretation of The Mining Tax
Act. Basically, what it says is that if a com-

pany makes a contribution to the community
for a recreation centre, or a hospital, or any
kind of social capital—I hope you're listening,

Margaret—social capital, then that contribu-

tion is not going to be interpreted as a tax-

able deduction from the income of the

company.

Hon. F. S. Miller: The 15/65 rule explains

that cost.
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Mr. Reid: You mean you've straightened

it out?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I spent all evening on

that.

Mr. Reid: Could we make him Minister

of Northern Affairs, please? That minister

hasn't done a damn thing for us and here

just in the space of tonight the Minister of

Natural Resources has got that cleared up.

Mr. Martel: You want both jobs, Frank?

Hon. F. S. Miller: 15/65 cleared up the

situation.

Mr. Reid: Pardon? It is cleared up, or

isn't it?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'll show it to you.

Mr. Reid: No, no. Just nod your head, yes
or no.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Mr. Reid: Is it cleared up or not? It isn't?

Well, this is just unbelievable. We're into

July now. When did that interpretation come
out? January or February, I think; February.
Yet the government by a simple regulation,

which they're very fond of making, could

have said that the interpretation by the

mining assessor is incorrect, or his interpreta-

tion is fine, but we're amending it by regu-
lation to allow that as a deduction, because

the government doesn't provide those services

in northern Ontario to the extent it should. If

the companies are discouraged, which they
were by that interpretation of the Act, then

where are we going to get those services

from?
I don't believe, as perhaps my friends here

do, that the government should provide all

the services in these communities, or any-
^.vhere else. That's one of the benefits of living
in northern Ontario, especially a place like

Atikokan or Ignace, where the people get

together and say, "We want to do this and
we'll do it with our own sweat and blood—
and if the government wants to give us a

little contribution that's fine, but we're going
to do it on our own anyway." But don't dis-

courage that, and that's what you're doing.
It's no big thing to remedy that situation.

1 said at the outset that we would support
the bill. We're optimistic. We're hopeful that

perhaps the minister will actually be able to

do something in regard to northern Ontario.

One of the hopeful signs is that responsibility
for many of the functions that have been

performed by other ministries of the Crown-
particularly TEIGA—will be taken away from
them. Unfortunately, we will probably get a

lot of the same people.

Mrs. Campbell: We always do.

'Mr. Reid: That bothers me. But if we
could perhaps put them back in northern

Ontario, where they're in that kind of setting,

perhaps then we'll get that proper perspective
and balance renewed, and that we in fact

will see progress in Northern Ontario.

Mr. Roy: Way to go, Pat.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Sudbury
East.

Mr. B. Newman: Be easy on him, now.

Mr. Eakins: Brace yourself.

Mr. Martel: I have a few moments, let's

put it that way.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Should I stay?

Mr. Martel: You should stay. I'm going to

quote a few editorials for you, by the way.
Some you'll really enjoy.

'Mr. Cassidy: That's right.

Mr. Martel: I'm particularly happy to speak
to this bill, particularly in view of the com-
ments made by the fellow who occupies that

seat over there during the election. Some call

him the Premier (Mr. Davis). He set the

stage, you know, for this last election. He set

it the Monday night before he called it in one
of the most vicious attacks on the two leaders

on this side of the House that in my 10 years
I've ever heard.

Mr. Warner: Right on!

Mr. Martel: And he carried it into the

campaign up to Thunder Bay on the Ministry
of Northern Affairs. I have Jonathan Man-
thorpe's article on what dirty little Bill had
to say that day in Thunder Bay.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

hon. member knows he should refer to the

Premier by his title.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, I kind of have

the same feeling about the Premier as he

demonstrated the Monday night before he
called the election and the way he conducted

himself throughout the election campaign.

Mr. Warner: Disgusting.

Mr. Martel: I want to tell the House it was

dismal, and all of the press said it was dismal.

He went to Thunder Bay, and here it is called

"Davis's Outburst Hurts His Cause." "Davis's

Performance Was Unworthy of Him." But he

had the audacity to tell the people in Thunder

Bay that the New Democratic Party in fact

was going to oppose the bill. That was after

the election was called. But he didn't bother

to check with the Minister of Housing (Mr.

Rhodes), when in fact I as the critic had in-

dicated to the minister we in fact were going
to support the bill. In fact I have some of the

statements I made during the debate in the

Legislature.
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: Your leader's first

comments.

Mr. Martel: I happen to be the critic and
I happened to say—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Who is the leader over

there and what were his comments?

Mr. Martel: "I intend to give Northern

Affairs some teeth, Mr. Minister."

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are changing your
leader so it is all right.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Elie for leader.

Mr. Martel: "I announce it now, if we
ever get to it, contrary to what your colleague

has said, I am going to support the bill"; you
see

The Premier went to Thunder Bay and he

shot his face off. But he didn't bother to look

at what I as the critic had said during the

Housing estimates. That was just one of the

incidents that the Premier indulged in-the

type of campaign he conducted throughout
die entire 37 days of that campaign and,

in fact, leading up to it. It was a despicable
exhibition, and he didn't gain any stature.

He has always wanted to go down in the

history books as a great parliamentarian. I

want to tell the* House, any possibility he

had went out with the last campaign. His

chances for the federal thing just died with

the last campaign. Now the knives are out.

I suggest he watch some of his colleagues.

Mr. Peterson: You are not very trusting.

Mr. Martel: Not very.

Mr. Peterson: He likes you.
Mr. Martei: Yes, I know.

My friend, the minister responsible, was
in Sudbury in February and he had some
kind comments too about what we were go-

ing to do with the bill. He said. "Fair-

minded persons would recognize that the

government has made progress in coping
with northern problems." I want to know
where. "Bernier charged that the NDP breed

on dissatisfaction and discontent to foster

their socialist philosophy."
An hon. member: Right on.

Mr. Martel: I want to tell the minister he
should look at his track record when he was

opposing an inquiry into the Elliot Lake
situation, which he for years defended. He
and his friends in that ministry.
Mr. Laughren: That's right. You covered

up.
Mr. Martel: Covered up.
Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, on a point
on order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: You can't deny it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: At no time as Minister
of Natural Resources did 1 oppose any efforts

to clean up the situation in Elliot Lake as

it related to silicosis. It was myself, ahead of

any contribution from the opposition-
Mr. Laughren: After 10 years.

Mr. Warner: It is called cover up.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —who established the

royal commission under Professor Hamm that

brought in the recommendations in respect
of that situation. I want to make the record

very clear.

Mr. Laughren: Nonsense. How come we
found the records in your files?

Mr. Germa: We had to raid your files.

Mr. Laughren: We had to get them out of

your files.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member direct

his remarks through the Chair?

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, I want to tell you
that the battle surrounding improvements for

the workers in the mining industry were
started when—I know that the first question
I raised in this Legislature was directed at

the Minister of Mines, involving tipoffs of

investigations, and it took seven years to get
that cleared up, and you were involved in

that.

Mr. Warner: Still continuing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.

member speak through the Chair, please?

Mr. Martel: Now he goes to Sudbury and

says we breed on it. Mr. Speaker, through
you to the minister, the track record in

forestry is great too. The professional for-

esters have had to really come out in the

open to make the government respond to the

need in the forest industry. And you de-

fended that for years too. Don't tell us about

breeding discontent. You created it. You
were minister. You had an opportunity to do

something about it and you did nothing.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We will. We will.

Mr. Martel: In fact it is so bad that my
friend, the present minister, in a letter be-

fore the Premier's amimouncement with re-

spect to Algonquin Park—I wrote him and

asked, "How many trees have you planted
in Algonquin Park seeing as you logged
135,000 cunits? Was it tree for tree?" He
wrote back and said, "You don't understand,

Elie, how these things are done. We don't

plant a tree for a tree. There's natural re-

forestation, the whole business."

And the charter, two for one. I didn't

understand in February and March. I'm being
chastised. The first letter from the old min-

ister, the second one from the follow-up,
both telling me I don't understand anything
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about reforestation. Then the Premier makes
his great announcement in the charter: two
for one. But we don't understand.

When we are questioning, "Are you put-

ting back 135,000 cunits of trees in Algon-

quin Park to compensate for the ones you
remove?" we don't understand. It's not done
that way. And then Billy the Kid says, "We'll

plant two for one."

Mr. Roy: It is a surprise to them as well.

'Mr. Martel: I want to tell the minister his

track record has been less than enviable, it's

interesting. The minister quoted editorials

and my friend from Rainy River hit the nail

right on the head with respect to the loca-

tion of both the new offices. The one in

Sault Ste. Marie makes it farther for people
in Nipissing and all along that corridor to

go to Sault Ste. Marie than it is for them
to come to Toronto.

Mr. McClellan: What a brilliant stroke.

Mr. Martel: That's a brilliant stroke. It's

300 miles roughly from North Bay to Sault

Ste. Marie. It's what-? 200 from North Bay
to Toronto?

Mr. Bolan: Two hundred and twenty.

Mr. Warner: Two hundred and twenty-five.

Mr. Martel: Two hundred and twenty. So

it's easier to get to Toronto and there's better

transportation. But that's okay. We know
what it's all about.

But there is also a second newspaper in

Sudbury and they wrote an editorial after the

minister's visit to Sudbury. Let me tell you
what it said: "Frankly, Leo, you might as

well take your toy ministry and put it ....
"

and then there are four dots. I am going to

read the editorial. The minister quoted at

great length the editorials of other news-

papers.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: All in support.

Mr. Martel: "I suppose one should make
an effort not to be rude—"

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It is not your editorial.

Mr. Martel: No, it is not my editorial. It is

written by a man by the name of Michael

Atkins.

An hon. member: He's a Liberal.

An hon. member: He's a Tory.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Elie wrote it for him.

Mr. Martel: He said, "I suppose one should

make an effort not to be rude, in that if one
is rude one suffers more than one is criticizing

It is difficult to be restrained when it comes
to Leo Bernier and his toy ministry, the

Ministry of Northern Affairs.

"It is edifying to note that the most note-

worthy accomplishment of the ministry thus

far is to announce the location of its twin

head offices in Kenora and Sault Ste. Marie.

Yes, that's no joke. The difficulty about com-

plaining too bitterly about the absurd location

of the ministry is to credit the ministry with
too much importance.

"I am still of the opinion that the Ministry
of Northern Affairs is nothing more than

political claptrap, a fraud and an embarrassing
waste of time and money. We have more to

worry about than a few transplanted Queen's
Park bureaucrats, one of whom no doubt will

spend half his time in twin Otters getting

to his official offices in the western reaches of

Leo's riding. The Tory logic is not difficult

to understand:"—

Mr. Laughren: It's a good editorial.

Mr. Martel: "'The NDP has been critical

of the Northern Affairs ministry. The NDP
holds all the seats in Sudbury and Thunder

Bay . . . therefore, we'll put our little show-

piece where the NDP is not.'
"

Mr. Laughren: The Globe and Mail should

write this editorial. Such insight.

Mr. Martel: "... Nothing serious . . .

No doubt we should be expected to be thank-

ful at least. Kenora and Sault Ste. Marie get
a few more bureaucrats even if they are re-

dundant.

"Leo, in your silly little press release you
claimed the offices were established to provide
better access for northerners. Leo, is it that

you can't count? Is it that there are no adding
machines for your ministry? Can you not

read transportation routes? Or were you and

your advisers all chewing gum at the same

time?

[9:15]

"It is an unassailable fact that Sudbury
and Thunder Bay are accessible to more

northerners than any other location in the

north. You say in your press release that

Kenora is 1,250 miles from Toronto. So what?

How far is Moose Jaw? Have you nipped out?

Have you been eating too many fish up in

your neck of the woods? Or have you been

sniffing that wild1 rice up Kenora way?"

Mr. Warner: You'll turn into a thermometer.

Mr. Germa: Suffering hallucinations?

Mr. Martel: I could go on with the edi-

torial. It just gets worse in terms of how it is—

Mr. Roy: No. Don't go on.

Mr. Martel: The member for Ottawa East

doesn't want me to go on. Well, seeing as

he insists, I'll go on.

Mr. Warner: The press gallery wants you
to go on, Elie.
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Mr. Martel: Seeing as he puts it that way,
I'll do it.

"What is upsetting is that you are playing
us for fools. You're wasting taxpayers' money.
You are gurgling up such stupid rationales,

even the most meek and mild of us are

annoyed. I'd like to say, pick up your minis-

try and go home, but there's nothing to

turf out. While you're flitting about like a

dancing bear, pitching the line on northern

alienation, Kingston gets the promises of

hundreds of new jobs, Oshawa the same,

Whitby gets a multi-million dollar LCBO in-

vestment, and we watch ads stating we are

out own liquor control board.

"Leo, look in the mirror; do the honour-

able thing: resign."

Mr. Warner: Resign.

Mr. Roy: You should frame that one, Leo

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You wish I had done

that before June 9. You would have loved to

have got rid! of me before June 9.

Mr. Martel: "It's springtime-time to open
up the cottage and go for a boatride and look

at the birdies. On special days you could

drop into the old northern affairs office in

Kenora and pick up the business season's

charts. But just get out of politics; it's bad
for all of us."

Mr. Martel: The minister quoted editorials

extensively but in the Sudbury region and
in many other regions of the north they
don't look so kindly on his ministry, and
I must say too that his track record gives

us reason to believe it will be a disaster.

I well recall, Mr. Speaker, as I'm sure you
do, the last clambake; it was led by the

then Premier, the member for London North,
the Hon. John Robarts. They went to

Timmins and Sudbury and, I believe, to

Thunder Bay; and they promised us every-

thing, contrary to what the minister said

tonight. In fact, the new Premier went to

Parry Sound—and my friend, the member for

Parry Sound, is here—and he promised a

railway from Parry Sound to North Bay in

the fall of 1971.

Mr. Laughren: A railway?

Mr. Warner: Would he be the engineer?
Where is that railway? Whatever happened
to it?

Mr. Martel: The man who brought in the
northern affairs offices in those days was the
one who fought the idea for us when he was
the near-Premier.

Mr. Warner: It went off track, eh?

Mr. Martel: Remember the near-Premier?
During the shenanigans on the northern
affairs offices then, he made a great variety

of promises. He promised a railway from
North Bay to Parry Sound to help the de-

velopment of northern Ontario.

Mr. Roy: Elie, we were all promised a

railway. Remember Krauss-Maffei?

Mr. Martel: Right. We had one in Toronto
too.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Oh, no.

Mr. Martel: But when the air had cleared
and the smoke had settled down in 1969,
what we had was 25 information offices and
a near-Premier. Remember Allan of Law-
rence? If only the ballot machine hadn't

gone wrong, he might have been the Premier.
The people from northern Ontario had to

catch the train back home and William
Davis became Premier. It was that close.

As I say, when the smoke settled we had
25 northern affairs offices, and I want to

quote from those debates that brought them
in. I want to compare them to the Premier's

statements when he made his great an-

nouncement on February 3, I guess it was,
and then on April 7. It's intriguing to read
the statements from the Premier and the

near-Premier. The near-Premier, on page
3474 of Hansard of June 1970, spoke of

the unique problems of northern Ontario.

Unique. Nothing unique about our prob-
lems. It's just that they've been ignored.

Hon. Mr. Norton: By Elie Martel.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Well, you're up there.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Poor representation,
that's why.

Mr. Martel: The near-Premier—the Hon.
Allan Lawrence—says: "Those problems
crystallize down to two major aspects—first

of all, the feeling that in a lot of ways the

province was reacting to crises in the north,
rather than planning to avert the future

crises that may come along." And also there

was a feeling that we were remote from

Queen's Park and that the problems were

unique problems that the people in north-

ern Ontario had to work against.

Now, what does the Premier say on

February 3? Exactly the same. Seven years

later, the Premier says—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: What did the people
say on June 9?

Mr. Martel: Well, they didn't give you a

majority.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In northern Ontario

they did.

Mr. Martel: No. The Liberals gave you
that. The Liberals flew that fellow in from

Toronto, 72 years of age, and he got seven
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per cent of the vote in Timiskaming. Seven

per cent on the night of the election.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Oh, big excuses. We
got the majority in northern Ontario. Admit
it.

Mr. Laughren: Nice trade off.

Mr. Wiseman: Next time it will be you,
Elie.

Mr. Martel: Yes, you're right.

Mr. Warner: Neat deal.

Mr. Martel: Yes, a neat deal. We know
about it in Timmins too. It's happened every
election federally and provincially.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Who lost in northern

Ontario?

Mr. Martel: Well, now, let's see. The
Premier says: "Recognizing the great dis-

tances that exist between communities in

northern Ontario, it is inevitable that the

people have felt on occasion that the gov-
ernment in Queen's Park has been distant

from them." That's exactly what Allan

Lawrence said in 1970.

Hon. Mr. Norton: We are consistent.

Mr. Deans: Consistently wrong, but con-

sistent.

Mr. Martel: It only took them seven more

years to do something about it.

I oould go on. They talk about unique

problems. The Premier talks about unique
problems. The near-Premier talked about

distance and then Allan Lawrence on page
3475 went on to say: "there will be a sepa-
rate department of northern affairs, hope-
fully . . . with headquarters perhaps in the

north . . ."

Well, my oh my, seven years later we
have headquarters so far north, I thought
you were going to move to Inuvik.

Mr. B. Newman: They were thinking of it.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Be careful. Remember
what you said about Red Lake.

Mr. Martel: I remember the Red Lake
statement.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Careful.

Mr. Martel: I remember the Red Lake
statement.

Mr. Lane: You won't get to be leader if

you don't watch your statements.

Mr. Martel: But seven years later we have
two offices, one in Kenora and one in Sault

Ste. Marie, which are more isolated, at least

in terms of getting there by a variety of

transportation methods, than is Toronto.

More difficult. Yes, more difficult.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You don't want us in

Sudbury.

Mr. Martel: The city of Sudbury repre-
sentatives asked me if I would ask the

Minister of Northern Affairs to put an office

in Sudbury. I said? No thanks. I said I

want the minister to do as he did with the

other aspect when he moved the mines sec-

tion out of Sudbury to Sault Ste. Marie.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: This is not true.

Mr. Martel: What do you mean?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The mining section is

still in Sudbury.
Mr. Martel: The minister moved a great

section of his ministry from Sudbury to Sault
Ste. Marie a number of years ago.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The mines division is

still in Sudbury.

Mr. Martel: The regional office. I wouldn't
ask the minister then to keep it there and
I certainly wouldn't ask him to put part of

.his ministry—I categorically refuse.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order, please.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Your point of order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The member for Sud-

bury knows full well-

Mr. Warner: Are you going to resign? Tell

us now.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —that in the reorganiza-
tion of the Ministry of Natural Resources
that the mines division of that particular
district remained and still remains in Sud-

bury, not in Sault Ste. Marie.

Mr. Martel: And the minister moved his

regional office with what's his name—
Hon. Mr. Bernier: You mislead the House.

Mr. Martel: —who was head of mines,
went over to—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Tell the truth, Elie.

Hon. Mr. Norton: You have got to know.

Mr. Martel: Who is talking about- the

truth? That isn't the Minister of Labour
talking about the truth. Oh, that's a novelty.

Boy, that's a novelty.

Mr. Lane: You wouldn't know it if you
saw it.

Mr. Martel: I remember the three ques-
tions I raised with her on three consecutive

days about the hospitals, and not once did

J get the facts.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, yes, you did.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Oh, come on, Elie.

An hon. member: Elie has a long memory.
Hon. B. Stephenson: It is no longer than

mine is.

Mr. Martel: The near-Premier also said,

on page 3475 in those days in 1969-1970
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that that ministry would be a co-ordinating

ministry. The Premier this year says it is a

co-ordinating ministry. It's the same garbage.

They talked about transportation problems
when Lawrence brought the bill through the

House. The Premier in his statement talked

about transportation problems. The minister

responsible in 1970 on page 3475 spoke
about highways and problems. The Premier
in his statement talked about highways and

problems .seven years later. Do you wonder

why we're cynical?

Hon. Mr. Norton: You were born that way.

Mr. Martel: We heard the exact statements

that were made by the Premier in 1970
seven years before he made them when they
were made by Allan Lawrence. When the

smoke cleared and all was said and done
in 1970, we had 25 information officers and

nothing else. Does the government expect
us, based on its track record, the record and
the statements of the former minister respon-
sible for mines and northern affairs, to be-
lieve that it's serious? I'm going to talk

about the bill to show why it's not serious.

It really isn't.

Mr. Laughren: Would you give this min-
ister real power?
Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: I'm going to try to give him
real power. I presume he's going to say no.

Mr. Laughren: How about an amendment?
Mr. Martel: I want to ask the minister a

couple of questions. Why do young people
leave northern Ontario? What jobs are there
for women in northern Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Norton: You are the Premier
now.

Mr. Laughren: Answer these questions.

Mr. Martel: How do you get any services
into the unorganized townships?

Mr. Lane: You guys don't want any.

Mr. Martel: Why don't you crawl back
in your hole? If you've got nothing to con-

tribute, then go out in the hall.

Mr. Lane: You don't want improvements.
You are afraid the ministry will work and
you will lose votes on it.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I

would like to suggest to the member for

Algoma-Manitoulin that he does not have the
floor. Will the member for Sudbury East
please continue?

Mr. Martel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate your assistance.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It was sorely needed.

Mr. Martel: I want to ask the minister a

number of other questions. Why are one-

industry towns allowed to remain so vulner-

able?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Which ones?

Mr. Martel: What has the government done

to prevent ghost towns?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Where are the ghost
towns?

Mr. Martel: Blind River, where there isn't

an industry left and the government has had

years to do something about it.

Mr. Wamer: That is a start.

Mr. Germa: What is left in Cobalt?

Hon. Mr. Berner: Blind River is not a

ghost town.

Mr. Martel: How do you get adequte tax

returns to the dormitory communities? The
minister should be able to answer that one.

How do you get adequate tax dollars back

to the dormitory communities, those com-
munities which provide the homes for the

workers who work in the pulp and paper in-

dustry? None of those six questions—and

they're the most important problems to north-

erners—is answered in the bill. The minister

hasn't a thing in the bill to overcome one

of those problems. I'll detail it in a few
moments.

I happen to believe that the bill doesn't

speak to the problems of northern Ontario.

I'm sorry, but we're going to move the

amendment. I must say that I gave them to

the House leader this afternoon to give to

the minister, as I did to my friend, the House
leader for the Liberal Party. In fact, I at-

tempted to get the amendments to the minis-

ter very early so that he'd have an oppor-

tunity to look at them. I apologize that they
haven't been passed on to him but I made
an effort to make sure.

I happened to get my hands on a docu-

ment—I won't tell the minister how—prepared
for the ministry.

Mr. B. Newman: In a brown bag.

Mr, Martel: These brown envelopes even

in the new ministry manage to get out.

There was an interesting document pre-

pared for the ministry by a planner. It says:

"Create a ministry to solve a problem? Such
is the popular myth which can be put to a

rigorous test in the case of the newly created

Ministry of Northern Affairs in Ontario. The
news has been received with utter cynicism
in some quarters and benign indifference by
most, including the northerners." That's from
a planner from northern Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: Because of the minister.

[9:30]
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Mr. Martel: All these brown bags. You
are going to have to get the gendarmes in

there already to make sure that these aren't

slipped out.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: I have got a friend over there

in your ministry.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The only one you
have got.

Mr. Martel: Well, that's better than you.

I have got one friend. Can you claim that?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, yes.

Mr. Martel: Not around here, you can't.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not over there.

Mr. Martel: Not even on your own side,

except young Mr. Grossman, the member for

St Andrew-St. Patrick. You and he became
fast friends over the hospital crisis, I under-

stand.

An hon. member: Very close.

Mr. Martel: Yes; very, very close.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Got no friends in Red
Lake?

Mr. Martel: You are right. That's why I

am not going up there.

An hon. member: They say they couldn't

separate them.

Mr. Martel: Well, you know, in this paper
which was prepared for the ministry, I am
going to quote about six different parts which
tell you that if your role is simply co-ordin-

ating, get out of the business. If it's simply
to resolve the odd problem, get out of the

business because you are not going to do it.

Let me tell you what he says as to why the

south emerged and the north remained stag-

nant: "The emergence of the dynamic south

was assisted by the movements of principal
factors of production — which are capital,

labour, entrepreneurialship and raw materials

from the north. Historically, the secular trend

in the integral terms of trade has been more
favourable to the south because the manufac-
tured goods produced in the south have

grown progressively more expensive than the

traditional exports of the north, vis-a-vis min-

erals and forest products." And you aren't

going to change it. That's the unfortunate

part.

This paper also goes on to talk about not

only why the south was expanded and why
the ministry, if it is to solve problems, is

going to be a total failure, but it also talks

about the "one-industry syndrome." Again 1

say to the minister—it's a problem that isn't

even tackled in the bill.

"The central problem of the north is the

one-industry syndrome. The settlements are

devoid of diversified economic structure and
are subject to wild fluctuations determined by
the national and international demand struc-

ture for the resources. The perennial problem
of migration by the young and the venture-

some continues unabated. The vast economic

landscape has been marred by a single urban

industrial matrix which exhibits self-sustaining

dynamism. Diversity or die must be the guid-

ing motto for the operation of the ministry."

You have nothing in your bill which is

going to help you to develop the north;

nothing.
I will go on, Mr. Speaker, and in it is one

of the key statements of this planner's posi-

tion paper: First, the utilization of wealth

generated in the north for northern develop-
ment must occur. Second, a concerted effort

to examine location in the north whenever

investment decisions are made at the provin-

cial level. Unless the province confronts this

critical issue and resolves it in favour of the

north, the creation of the ministry will only

resolve into a legitimattization of another fief-

dom to oversee a vast wasteland."

Get this: "Attitudes and behaviour asso-

ciated with the conception of the north as a

large productive cow surviving on pulp, pol-

lution and platitudes, with a teat for every

southerner who can milk it at will, must give

place to shared wealth and mutual respect."

That isn't in your bill and there is nothing

in your bill that's going to alter it one jot-

not a jot. The minister says it is more than

a co-ordinating ministry; the Premier says it's

a co-ordinating ministry. I don't know who

to believe.

An hon. member: I do.

Mr. Martel: I don't know who to believe.

An hon. member: Don't believe either of

them.

Mr. Martel: Now, Mr. Speaker-

An hon. member: In conclusion?

IMr. Martel: No, I am sorry. I hate to dis-

illusion you. I am going to be around for a

little while yet.

An hon. member: That may be just as

well.

IMr. Martel: It says, "The main thrust of

the strategy for the north must reject the

implicit policy of do something everywhere."

My friend, the member for Algoma-Mani-

toulin, spoke too. He said, "Sometimes you

New Democrats oppose things." That's right,

we opposed Maple Mountain—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Point of order.
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: The hon. member has

left the impression that this document was

originated in my ministry by one of the

planners in my ministry.

Mr. Martel: No, I didn't say that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's the impression
I was left with.

That's not entirely correct. It is a letter

that was well circulated from a planner in

the Sudbury area, as I understand it.

Mr. Martel: No, I didn't say that. It was—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You referred to it as a

leak from my ministry.

Mr. Martel: No, no, with the greatest re-

spect, Mr. Minister. I did not say that origi-

nated with one of your planners. I said I got
it out of your ministry; I didn't say it was
one of your planners. I said it was a planner
from the north. You check the record, okay?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: From Sudbury.

Mr. Martel: I know it's from Sudbury.
I didn't get it there.

Mr. McClellan: Is that in the north, Leo?
Did you know that was up north?

Mr. Lane: One of the great NDP.

Mr. Martel: Well, let me go back to "do

something everywhere."

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It's dishonest.

An hon. member: Say that out loud, Leo.

Mr. Martel: Maple Mountain. Remember

Maple Mountain, and the people in northern

Ontario? Some of them would have bought it,

because they thought it meant a few jobs.

You don't know what the word means.

Mr. Mackenzie: Fairness, Elie. He doesn't

know what it means.

Mr. Laughren: That's the tragedy.

Mr. Martel: Getting back to my point,

Mr. Speaker—"do something everywhere."
That isn't going to develop the north, to

throw a Maple Mountain in now and then,
without any planning, without any basis,

to mislead the people into believing some-

thing is going to happen. They're desperate
—the government makes a mockery of the

people in the north when it does that sort

of thing. And, "do something everywhere."
Well, this planner says that's nonsense, the
minister knows it and I know it.

"The primary role should be that of

advocating the need and desirability of
northern development among the southern
establishment. That's one thing that you
have to do.

"The secondary role should be one of

establishing a coherent construct which will

provide guidelines for other ministries in

organizing their activities in the north. The

ministry should specifically avoid getting into

the motherhood activity of co-ordination and
should not end up duplicating the func-

tions of other ministries."

That's part of what is going to happen, and
that you can't do. But, as I stand here, that's

what it will be—a co-ordinating ministry,

duplicating the efforts of other ministries.

Because you know, with 120 staff—no dis-

respect to their abilities—the minister is going
to do with 120, what the 25, 26 or 27 main
ministries couldn't plan? Nonsense. The min-
ister doesn't even have the staff.

We haven't been enthusiastic about the

ministry, and with good reason. As I said

earlier, we have seen the former ministry
evolve and go to pot.

Mr. Lane: There wasn't any former ministry.
Mr. Martel: Well, there certainly was. I

was here.

Mr. Lane: This is the first minister of

northern Ontario. There wasn't any former
minister.

Mr. Laughren: He didn't get re-elected?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, with the great-
est of respect, there was a Ministry of
Northern Affairs-

Mr. Lane: Mines and Northern Affairs.

Mr Martel: —and if the member from Mani-
toulin wants, I will send him the Hansard de-
bate and the promises made by Allan Law-
rence on what it was going to be.

Mr. Lane: It was a provincial ministry—

Mr. Martel: Ah, claptrap.

Mr. Lane: It's not claptrap, it's true. You
don't like the truth.

Mr. Martel: I don't like the truth! There
was a ministry called—

Mr. Lane: You wouldn't know the truth

if you met it, as a matter of fact.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: Would you ask him to with-

draw?

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: You know, the guru of grunts
has just made his contribution for this

session.

Interjections.

Mr. Peterson: The rumours of his death
were greatly exaggerated.

Mr. Martel: He is still alive.

Mr. Laughren: Is Ed Havrot alive and liv-

ing in John Lane?

Interjections.
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Mr. Martel: In fact, I want to talk about

the member for Algoma-Manitoulin, Mr.

Speaker, with your indulgence.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: Yes, speaking to the principle

of the bill.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You haven't been

on it all night.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I don't

believe the member for Algoma-Manitoulin
is mentioned in the bill.

Mr. Martel: He's not. But you see, Mr.

Speaker, as I understand it, the member from

Algoma was the one who pushed to get this

bill through. And he used as an example
the two northern bills from Manitoba and
Saskatchewan as the basis for his argument,
little realizing that in Manitoba and Saskat-

chewan, in that part which is covered by
a Ministry of Northern Affairs, there's some-

thing like a total of 18,000 people in one

province and 26,000 in the other province
and they're both above the 53rd parallel,
which means that they're dealing primarily
with native people, in unorganized townships.

Mr. Lane: Totally wrong.

Mr. Martel: I have it here. Don't tell me
I'm totally wrong. I have it before me.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Thompson, Manitoba.

Mr. Martel: No it's not. It's not covered.

You see? You should get your facts straight.

An hon. member: If Leo saw the facts he'd
cover them up.

Mr. Martel: When you go around sug-

gesting that you do what you do in Manitoba,
we're going to move some amendments, be-
cause in the bill—in this little document that's

now in the minister's name—he provides for

the establishment of a ministry and a minis-

ter—and the Premier told him to spend half

his time in northern Ontario—and it appoints
a deputy minister and a couple of assistant

deputy ministers. It provides a great seal.

It gives Campbell control, under section 7
of the bill, of that particular ministry, and

by regulation many things are going to

happen.
That's the bill—except for one thing. It

provides for the greatest potential for pork-

barrelling I've ever read in a bill. Listen to

what section 11 says: "Subject to the ap-

proval of the Lieutenant Governor in Coun-

cil, the minister may establish advisory
committees to the minister and subcom-
mittees thereto, appoint chairmen and
members of such subcommittees and com-

mittees, and fix the remuneration and ex-

penses of the chairmen and members of such

committees and sub-committees."

Mr. Warner: I wonder who will pay.

Mr. Martel: What's your campaign man-

ager's name?

An hon. member: He's all right.

Mr. Martel: Well, I want to tell you,
we're going to move to delete section 11.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Oh, no, Elie.

Mr. Martel: Yes, we're going to move to

delete section 11, because that just gives
the minister too much power.

Mr. McClellan: Too much slush.

Mr. Martel: Well, I didn't want to say
slush. I didn't want to be unkind. But I

want to tell the minister what we will have—
if he accepts the amendments. Mr. Minister,
we want to move in a couple of directions in

your bill. We'll move the amendments—
Hon. Mr. Bernier: Two directions at the

same time? Typical of you, Elie.

Mr. Martel: Well, for you, Mr. Minister,
direction doesn't seem to matter.

An hon. member: It's all downhill.

Mr. Martel: Because your bill fails to deal

with unorganized townships; and because

your bill fails to spell out what services the

minister is responsible for and where; and
because your bill doesn't deal with economic

development; and because your bill fails to

deal with providing taxes to the dormitory
communities; and because your bill fails to

prevent ghost towns—we're going to beef it

up.
We're going to move in the bill to, what

I want to call, a community council, which
will be the elected representatives in un-

organized! townships. It's done under the

Saskatchewan and the Manitoba bills. And
these democratically elected people—demo-

cratically elected, not appointed-

Mr. McClellan: Hard to understand, isn't

it?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Turned down, turned

down.

Mr. Warner: It is not nice to have elected

people, is it?

Mr. Martel: Well, you'll probably turn it

down. I have no doubt you'll turn it down.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It was turned down in

120.

Mr. Martel: Well, 120-which? Oh, 102-

[9:45]

Mr. Martel: In 102. I didn't say we'd

incorporate the towns. They are unorgan-
ized. It was your government that with-

drew the bill and let it die on the order paper.
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Mr. Laughren: It was this minister.

Mr. Martel: It was the former minister.

We are going to move an amendment to

create, in the unorganized communities,

community councils, democratically elected,

who will be able to receive grants and fund-

ing to provide the amenities which the un-

organized communties presentiy don't enjoy.

They cant even get a street light, as the

minister knows, because there is no way of

getting money into them legally. The only

thing they
'

have got is local roads boards,

and I think they can get a few recreational

facilities if they go through a school board.

Mr. Warner: Begging.

Mr. Martel: But beyond that, it is near

impossible. We are going to move it. And I

hope you accept it then, because we are go-

ing to give you all the unorganized com-

munities, Leo—lock, stock and barrel. We are

going to give you something to do. And we
are going to move, through a series of

definitions, what services you should provide

funding for.

Let me list them. We believe you should

provide funding for water supply, garbage
and waste disposal, local roads, local drains,
fire and police protection. Fire and police

protection—my colleague will tell you that

the only thing this government has done is

provide smoke detectors for fire protection
in the unorganized townships.

Hon. Mr. Norton: They are very effective.

Mr. Martel: Yes, I know they are very
effective—to get you out of the house. You
have nothing to save your house, mind you.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Save your skin.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, we want to pro-
vide street lighting, planning, recreational

facilities.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Your

point of order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order. I can't allow the hon. member to

mislead the House with some of his com-
ments.

Mr. Martel: No, Mr. Speaker.
Hon. Mr. Bernier: He is misleading the

House because he is saying that we do not
assist in the unorganized communities with
fire protection. Under the isolated commu-
nities assistance program we have been giving
direct assistance to the unorganized com-
munities for the purchase of fire trucks,

portable pumps—all those things that relate

to fire protection—over and above the assis-

tance for the purchase of fire detectors.

Interjections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.
Mr. Cassidy: You are being very sensitive,

you know.

Mr. Lane: You are really off track, Elie.

Mr. Deans: That is a point of view.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I do not believe that

is a point of order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It is misleading the

House.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I believe it is becom-

ing more of a discussion than a point of

order. Would the hon. member for Sudbury
East continue?

Mr. Martel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for

your indulgence. What the minister is talking
about is a couple of pilot projects. They

bought firefighting equipment in my col-

league's, the member for—

Mr. Reid: And Nestor Falls.

Mr. Martel: Two of them. Two of them for

the north, I believe, is the sum total.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I will send you a list.

Mr. Martel: Yes, you might. You might
send a tank while you are at it to Awrey
township, to Alban, to Wanup, to Estaire, all

in my riding, while you are sending out these

fire trucks in the list. Would you send four

there? I'll put my order in now.

Hon. W. Newman: Why don't you sit

down?

Mr. Roy: He wants them yellow, not red.

Mr. Martel: It doesn't matter what colour

as long as it puts some water on the house,

so that it doesn't happen in Awrey like last

summer where the Natural Resources peo-

ple came in and watched the house burn,

and sprayed the trees so they wouldn't catch

on fire. But the house burned to the ground
in Awrey township.

Mr. Roy: Leo does that all the time.

Mr. Martel: That is the type of protection

you are talking about, is it, Leo? Well that

happened in Awrey. But that's okay.

Mr. Laughren: In Gogama they used the

Bill Newman statute.

Mr. Martel: Right. So, Mr. Speaker, we
are going to move this list of services which

Tom Campbell, with the assistance of the

minister—

Hon. Mr. Norton: Are you going to suggest
he also be fire chief of the north?

Mr. Martel: Well, you might find a job
that he is good at.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Elie for fire chief.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.
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Mr. Martel: Make him the big kahuna for

the north.

Hon. Mr. Norton: You can be the mascot.

Mr. Martel: He can be the chief firefighter.

Mr. Deans: What is the matter with fire

chiefs?

Mr. Martel: When my friend over here

asks you questions about your ministry, you
can't answer. Don't contribute here. You
don't know what you are talking about.

Hon. Mr. Norton: He hasn't asked me late-

ly—tf have been waiting. Sparky from Sud-

bury is speaking—come on, Sparky.

An hon. member: You have all the answers.

Mr. Martel: Well, back to the bill, Mr.

Speaker. Would you get them in order?

Inter]ections.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would suggest that

the member direct his remarks through the

Chair.

Mr. Martel: I'm looking directly at you,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Breithaupt: But you are listening over

there.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, not only are we

going to move the community councils and
not only are we going to attempt to move in

the bill the services and the funding which
the government can provide, we are going to

move a number—

Hon. Mr. Norton: And the direction of the

hoses.

iMr. Martel: The what?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Norton: The direction of the

hoses.

Mr. Martel: Well, we could use hoses. We
are tired of just smoke bombs.

Hon. Mr. Norton: That should be included

in the legislation for sure—the direction of

the hoses.

Mr. Martel: We don't want smoke bombs.
We want hoses.

Hon. Mr. Norton: You are going to get it.

Mr. Martel: I'd say something else but I

won't—with respect to hoses.

We also in the bill want to move that the

ministry would, in fact, have some respon-

sibility for ensuring the total delivery of

health services 'and communications in north-

ern Ontario. My friend, the member for

Rainy River, spoke to that earlier so I won't

enlarge upon it, save to say that if one looks

at the shortage of doctors, the shortage of

dentists, surely this is a great role for the

new ministry to guarantee—and I'm sure the

member for Algoma-Manitoulin is going to

support the amendments that we are going
to introduce because obviously he is with us.

We are also going to provide three eco-

nomic moves.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Now listen, what do

you know about economics?

Mr. Martel: I don't. I'm like the minister

for Community and Social Services. He doesn't

know anything about social services and yet
he is the minister. That's probably the best

thing that happened to the ministry.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I don't know anything
about economics either—I don't pretend to

make economic suggestions. I am just con-

cerned about people.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I wish
the Minister of Community and Social Serv-

ices would refrain from interjecting.

Mr. Martel: They tell me he makes his

best speeches when he doesn't know what he
is talking about.

An hon. member: It takes one to know one.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, we are also

going to move three economic amendments
which we hope the minister will accept. He's

got them before him. One of them we want

to call a Tomorrow Fund—
Hon. Mr. Norton: A what?

Mr. Martel: A Tomorrow Fund.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Tomorrow begins to-

day—or yesterday.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Yesterday begins tomor-

row, isn't that it?

Mr. Martel: I thought it had a nice ring

to it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You would.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

that fund will be—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mariana.

Mr. Martel: No, no. It will be based on

the resource taxes which are now extracted,

and a certain percentage of those funds we
would like to see diverted into a special fund.

So that when a Blind River occurs or a

Matachewan or somewhere else, we in fact-

Interjection.

Mr. Martel: Yes, don't talk about Matache-

wan and the Tory literature during the

campaign.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Where is Bob Bain?

Where is Bob Bain?

Mr. Martel: I remember the member for

Timiskaming—
Hon. Mr. Norton: I am glad you can still

remember him. He hasn't been gone that long.
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Mr. Martel: —getting up during the cam-

paign and saying, "The NDP closed down
Matachewan." He forgot to read Frank Mil-

ler's statements in the House. Dishonest? Call

it what you want.

An hon. member: Shame. Shame.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I remember Bob Bain.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, we want to guar-

antee that there is a fund developed so that

when a one-industry town starts to go down-

hill because of its one industry being based

on some natural resource which is depleted,

that it will not become a ghost town. We are

saying that there should be a fund so that

the government could help.

The real problem in Blind River, as I

understand it, is that the wood is there but

it's the difficulty in getting the wood to

North Bay to dry it out. Because of the

amount of moisture in the wood, there is a

great loss in weight during the haulage. It

reaches a point where financially you can't do

it. So there might be a case of trying to

establish an industry based on the woods
that are there, and maybe some type of dry-

ing process in the area which would allow

that to become economically viable.

I well recall going through this time after

time with everybody over in TEIGA saying,

"We have no money for that sort of thing."

We want to move an amendment which

would take a certain percentage of the taxes

from the non-renewable resources and de-

posit them somewhere, so that when the day
comes we will not see the destruction of a

one-industry town, but will be able to turn

to a new viable industry.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Norton: The member is going
to direct the hoses and take the moisture

out of the wood, is that right?

Mr. Martel: I think we are going to direct

the hoses at the minister.

Hon. Mr. Norton: It is the member who
is going to get hosed. I want to know whether
I can support the member's amendments or

not.

Mr. Martel: I would expect the ministry
to. It's Leo that I need to convince.

Hon. W. Newman: Isn't the member fin-

ished yet? Does he like to listen to himself
talk all night?

Mr. Martel: Did you wake up, Bill?

Mr. Laughren: Quiet there.

Mr. Martel: Go back to sleep.

Mr. Laughren: Be quiet or I will deface

your statue.

Mr. Martel: The second amendment we
want to move with respect to economics is

the one that was in the 1974 budget, so that

you don't get too fanatic about a socialist

plot. It was moved by John White. Do you
remember John White? He used to be a

minister around here. In his 1974 budget he
indicated that the government was going to

establish a Crown corporation to do explora-
tion for new resources, because, as the min-
ister is well aware, we don't have a new
mine on stream—we don't have one close to

coming on stream. In fact, exploration in

northern Ontario has gone downhill.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You fellows scared them
away.

Mr. Martel: We scared them away! The
minister's government has been in power
for 34 years.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You scared them away.
Mr. Breithaupt: Socialism.

Mr. Martel: Is that socialism?

Mr. Breithaupt: I think that was the rea-

son given, wasn't it?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: I knew he'd blame us. Some-
body has got to be responsible for the fact

there are no new mines going into the north.

Interjection.

Mr. Martel: That's right, we have been
in power. I didn't realize it. I wish some-

body had told me.

Mr. Mackenzie: Tory efficiency.

Mr. Martel: Yes, but it's interesting that

John White in his 1974 budget proposed a

Crown corporation because the mining in-

dustry was spending very little money in

exploration. That died somewhere along the

way. I don't know why, because it is still

functioning, as I understand, in Quebec. The

problems in Ontario continue to mount;
there is very little exploration going on. The

minister has tried to buy them into the

north. He established a fund worth $3 mil-

lion a year or so ago for exploration in and

around Cobalt and that hasn't panned out

all that well. So we're going to move an

amendment along the Tory lines as espoused

by the former Treasurer. You should be able

to accept that because it did come from the

Treasurer, and some of you were around

here when John White was here—

Mr. Laughren: A heavyweight.

Mr. Martel: We want to move a lengthy
amendment dealing with the lending of
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funds. I realize the minister is going to say,

"Well, we've got NODC." But NODC
doesn't do the job. It provides some money
for tourism but in its efforts to encourage
not only processing but the manufacturing
of raw materials in the north, it has been

very tight-fisted with its funding. My col-

league, the member for Lake Nipigon (Mr.

Stokes), will elaborate on that quite exten-

sively when he speaks in this debate.

NODC has failed miserably to help de-

velop the north and that's what it was
created for. I remember that 1967 promise
as well—it was called the NODC, and it

was primarily for northern Ontario, but, in

fact, it doesn't do much to develop northern

Ontario; it really hasn't. It has developed
some tourism, thank you, but it hasn't done
much to develop the natural resources and

manufacturing related to those natural re-

sources.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Things won't be so bad
when they return a majority of Tory mem-
bers.

Mr. Mackenzie: Why don't you try it?

Mr. Martel: Does the member want to

run against me? He is the one who said

they are going to knock me off. They've got
9,100 to catch up.

Mr. Lane: You've got them all brain-
washed.

Mr. Breithaupt: Back to the bill.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Back
to the bill.

[10:00]

Mr. Mackenzie: You new boys might not
come back.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. That
hardly pertains to the bill.

Mr. Martel: We want to move that par-
ticular amendment because we don't think
NODC has provided loans in a sufficient

number of areas in order to develop the full

potential of northern Ontario.
I'm sure the minister agrees with me. He

might not want to say it publicly, but I think
he too feels that way about NODC. Maybe
the guidelines it operates under are too re-

strictive to encourage the processing or the

manufacturing related to the natural re-

sources.

We want to move that amendment and tie

it in to natural resource development, pro-

viding loans to co-ops, or to industry, or to

businessmen, whoever might want them. And
that's something that NODC doesn't do. And
I think it's one of the reasons we don't have

processing and manufacturing, which leads

to the reasons why young people leave the

north, which leads to the other reason why
women don't have jobs.

We're simply trying to move three eco-

nomic amendments—one, a tomorrow fund to

prevent ghost towns from developing; the

second, an amendment establishing a Crown

corporation to do exploration, because the

minister knows that it's not going on; and,

thirdly, a much broader interpretation on the

lending of money in order to entice industry

related to natural resources to the north.

I want to tell the minister, I've spent a lot

of time on this bill.

Mr. Hennessy: Have you?

Mr. Martel: Yes.

Mr. Hennessy: I didn't even know that.

Mr. Martel: You wouldn't.

Mr. Mackenzie: You never will.

An hon. member: I'm sure that that's not

all you don't know.

Mr. Martel: I try to be nice but they keep

making these snide remarks—

(Mr. Hennessy: Say what you've got to say.

Mr. Martel: —these new boys, these one-

trippers. Don't buy a home here yet, okay?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Lane: Where are your one-trippers

from last time?

Mr. Martel: Some of them aren't here, but

some of yours aren't either. Where's Marvin?

Mr. Lane: They're not around. We haven't

got any.

Mr. Martel: Where's Marvin? I can't see

him over there. I can't even see his seat.

Mr. Lane: We come to stay. We don't just

come for a trip.

Hon. W. Newman: You can't see yourself.

Why don't you—
Mr. Martel: Willy, don't get exercised.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Where is Bill? Where is

Bob? Where is Iain?

Mr. Martel: Well, where is the former

Minister of Correctional Services? Is he here?

Interjections.

Mr. Hodgson: Elie, you were better in last

night's estimates.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: The extended one.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr. Martel: Listen, why don't you people

get back to the principle of the bill?

Interjections.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Elie, you have been

there all night.



494 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Mr. Martel: We'd also like to see the min-

ister move with respect to taxation providing

some assistance for the dormitory communi-

ties. Those communities, as I said earlier,

provide the work force, but in fact the camps
or the plants are in other townships. Or the

mine. And there's no way of getting the

funds necessary back to those communities

to provide the services which are lacking.

The minister knows of what I speak, par-

ticularly in his area, because there are a lot

of small communities where the workers travel

to somewhere else and there's no tax base to

provide the amenities that those communities

need. It's a problem that my colleague, the

member for Lake Nipigon, has raised time

and time again. The minister's aware of it.

But it's not in the bill either and the govern-

ment isn't moving on it. It really isn't.

The minister has a fund of $500,000 and

maybe another $500,000 coming, but that

isn't enough to provide any amenities for one

community. It might provide a drinking

water system. Who provided that drinking

water system in Gogama?
Mr. Laughren: Bill Newman.

Mr. Martel: Was that Bill Newman?

Mr. Laughren: Bill Newman.

Mr. Martel: Oh, yes, he provided the one

tap, the community tap for how many people?

Hon. W. Newman: And how many of your

guys were up at that gathering?

Mr. Pope: All the drips were together.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Did you check your

election brochure?

Mr. Martel: Can you imagine that in On-

tario in 1977, a community tap? My God!

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is better than none.

Mr. Pope: And all the NDP standing

around collecting the drips.

Mr. Martel: A community tap in northern

Ontario. Boy, oh boy. I want to tell you—
Hon. Mr. Bernier: You all took credit for

it. I will bring the election brochure to-

morrow. Tomorrow. Standing beside the

water tap.

Mr. Martel: Hopefully, Mr. Minister, you
will. Hopefully, Mr. Minister, you will in

fact get into your ministry the provision of a

taxation base for these dormitory communi-
ties, because they simply can't exist.

Mr. Speaker, what I've attempted to in-

dicate is the six amendments we want to

move in the bill; a large preamble at the

beginning and six major amendments which
would give the ministry some substance be-

yond the co-ordinating role: (a) the major
ones to deal with the unorganized townships

to provide the services which are lacking;
and (b), a series to deal with the economy,
to give the minister the power to deal with

the proper economic development of the

north.

My colleague, the member for Nickel

Belt, will speak to the matter of the Sudlbury
Chamber of Commerce report which the

member for Rainy River spoke about earlier.

I want to tell you they've made Darcy
McKeough an honorary member of the

Chamber of Commerce in Sudbury based on

Darcy's response, which was, for the new
Tories: "You won't have secondary industry
in northern Ontario for 20 years." That's

what Darcy said.

Mr. Warner: That's great.

Mr. Martel: The member for Fort William

pounds the desk. We won't have secondary

industry in northern Ontario for 20 years,

and the member for Fort William obviously

supports that, Mr. Speaker. That bodes well

for the people in the Fort William area, it

really does.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He will be back.

Mr. Martel: We want to move those

amendments to provide this ministry, because

McKeough doesn't want it, with some of the

tools necessary to provide the proper econo-

mic development in northern Ontario.

Finally, there's a new rule in the House

which says we can move these bills to com-

mittee. It also says, in the new rules, I be-

lieve, that we can establish subcommittees.

I want to propose, Mr. Speaker, that we
establish a subcommittee of the standing

resources development committee which in

fact will tour northern Ontario, which will

go to northern Ontario instead of northern

Ontario coming here, and I venture to tell

you that those people, and I spoke at their

convention recently—

Mr. Laughren: In Gogama.
Mr. Martel: —will not be interested in a

co-ordinating ministry but in fact are more

interested in resolving the problems of the

unorganized townships and the proper econo-

mic development of the north than any-

thing else; they want some action.

Mr. Warner: They want action, they don't

want you.

Mr. Martel: This minister and a subcom-

mittee should go to maybe 10 or 12 of those

municipalities and hear from the local

people. I want to tell you they'll accept
these amendments and they'll give you the

power, because that's what we want to give

you, the power.
I hope the minister has had an opportunity

to see the amendments we're going to move;
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and I hope he's amenable to accepting them,

because we're going to support the bill on

second reading, but—if the amendments
don't come I want to tell you we'll oppose
the bill on third reading.

Mr. Lane: I'll dare you to.

Mr. Hodgson: That is okay, we don't care.

Mr. Martel: We want to give you a bill

that will in fact develop the north properly

and get rid of the unorganized townships.

We want to give you the tools to do it. It's

up to you, as a government, to accept those

tools and get on with the job. If you're

going to maintain your role as merely a co-

ordinating ministry, then get out.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You couldn't run a

peanut stand.

Mr. Martel: That is a hell of a lot more
than you could run, I suspect.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That is not very nice,

that is not very parliamentary.

Mr. Laughren: You can't run a ministry.

Mr. Martel: You're not doing very good
at running a ministry or the Workmen's

Compensation Board.

Mr. Laughren: That's right; you're a dis-

aster.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You're completely out

of order.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, in finalizing my
remarks, after 341—

(Applause.)

Mr. Martel: Having just changed my mind,
I suspect I'll go on for another hour.

Mr. Lane: We'll do even better when you
sit down.

Mr. Eakins: Take 20 minutes to summar-

ize, don't rush the summary.

Mr. Lane: Save it for your leadership
convention.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, after 34 years
—I guess it's 34 years-

Mr. Lane: Are you that old?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Thirty-four coming up.

Mr. Martel: —of Tory rule in Ontario, we
hear the minister saying: "We don't have any

mining in northern Ontario, and it's your
fault; we don't have any exploration in

northern Ontario, and it's your fault." As

though we've been in power; the Tories

have been in power.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are scaring them
off.

Mr. Martel: You've shafted the north for

34 years.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Don't you like this

province?

Mr. Lane: You donft want it to be

changed.

Mr. Martel: Oh yes; and we're going to try

to provide the tools for it. Is the member for

Algoma-Manitoulin going to make a speech
on this bill?

Mr. Lane: I just may do that.

Mr. Martel: You just made it. I thought
you did. Your contribution was significant,

I really want to tell you.

Mr. Lane: I've done more for the north

than you ever thought of doing.

Mr. Martel: Yes, the miners in Elliot Lake
believe you, they moved south. The Elliot

Lake miners believe you.

Mr. Laughren: Tell us about that.

Mr. Martel: After 34 years of neglect.

Mr. Walker: Ask the people up there.

Mr. Martel: I did, in Elliot Lake they
voted against him, after 34 years.

Mr. Walker: He won it big; won Elliot

Lake big.

Mr. Laughren: No, he didn't.

Mr. Martel: When was that, the first time

he ran?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Can
we get back to the principle of the bill?

Mr. Walker: He won Elliot Lake this

time.

Mr. Laughren: You can't count.

Mr. Martel: After 34 years of Tory
neglect.

Mr. Eakins: Take your time in summing up,
Elie.

Mr. Laughren: The Archie Bunker of

the north.

Mr. Martel: It is going to take some

rather bold initiatives to change what has

been going on up there. We are going to

give those amendments to the minister-

Mr. Lane: We have already got them.

Mr. Martel: —and, hopefully he will accept
them. We will support them, and the minister

will have the tools to do the job. I only hope the

Premier doesn't phone the minister at mid-

night tonight and say: "Leo, you can't accept

any of those amendments" and he will come
back tomorrow and stonewall.

Mr. Pope: At least they communicate. How
about you and your leader?

Mr. Martel: Do they? I wish they had
communicated on whether we were going
to support the bill or not. Obviously they
didn't.
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Mr. Pope: I wish you and your leader

would decide what your nationalism policy

was.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Sud-

bury East has the floor. Would he address

the Chair, please?

Mr. Martel: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Walker: Why should he start now?

Mr. Martel: I hope that if the minister

wants this, he will accept the amendment and
the suggestion of going to the north to

hear those northerners, community by com-

munity with a small subcommittee, and then

we will do the things necessary to make
the north economically sound. Hopefully, we
don't have to vote against the bill on third

reading. Hopefully, the minister will accept
the amendments.

Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Speaker—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Some words of

wisdom.

Mr. Roy: Give them hell, Mickey.

Mr. Warner: Oh, that was excellent.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Fort
William has the floor.

Mr. Hennessy: The hon. member for Sud-

bury East mentioned 34 years. I thought he
was speaking for 34 years here.

Mr. Martel: I could be around for 34 years,
not like some one-trippers.

Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Speaker, it is indeed
a great pleasure for me, as the newly elected

representative of Fort William, to have this

opportunity to speak in support of second

reading of An Act to establish a Ministry
of Northern Affairs. I may be a one-timer,
but I am speaking.

Being a native northerner myself, I feel

that establishing a ministry for the north, in

the north, is the only way in which we will

truly bring the northern Ontario story across
to the rest of the province—and that's quite
a distance to travel, as the north comprises
almost 90 per cent of the entire land mass
in the province of Ontario, making it roughly
nine times the size of southern Ontario, which
is where the northern story usually gets some-
what distorted by those who have never been
farther north than their cottages in the
Muskokas.

Mr. Eakins: Wait until the Minister of

Natural Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller) hears
that.

Mr. Stokes: You are doing fine, so far.

Interjections.

Mr. Hennessy: I can wait.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Fort William has the floor.

Mr. Warner: The member for Fort William

is on the floor.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order.

Mr. Hennessy: I don't know how these

fellows got out.

Mr. Warner: Stand up.

Mr. Laughren: Don't tease the bears.

Mr. Hennessy: No, the northern story has

to be told by those who know the north

and its conditions which create unique and

difficult problems which are unlike those ex-

perienced in the south.

Mr. Martel: There is that phrase again:

"unique problems."

Mr. Hennessy: I refer to such tilings as the

harshness of the land, the climate, the sparse

population and the expense of everyday neces-

sities which most southerners take for granted.

Mr. Mancini: Did the member for Coch-

rane South (Mr. Pope) write this for his

colleague?

Mr. Hennessy: When I was campaigning,
I noticed that a lot of northerners were con-

cerned that many laws and regulations had

been made for the south and simply were

out of touch with the conditions experienced

in the north.

Mr. Warner: Hope they never break their

crayons?

Mr. Hennessy: What is necessary and jus-

tified for the urbanized, densely populated
south is not necessarily very practical for the

dispersed population of the north. But this

does not mean that my constituents in Fort

William, or those in any other northern area

for that matter, are content to forgo modern

living standards just because they live a great

distance from heavily populated south.

Mr. Warner: If you keep this up, you will

get Leo's job.

Mr. Pope: That's more than you will get.

[10:15]

Mr. Hennessy: In view of this, many north-

erners are very enthusiastic about the new

ministry of Northern Affairs that would have

special responsibility for ensuring that when

government decisions are made, the special

needs and problems of the North will not be

overlooked. Thus, what the north really re-

quires is a ministry such as Northern Affairs

to bring together the ideas and policies

coming from the various ministries, and a

minister—there's your chance, fellas—like my
colleague Leo Bernier, to be the northern

spokesman—
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Mr. Warner: You've missed a cue.

Mr. Martel: Leo, you will have to train

them better than that.

Hon. 'Mr. Bernier: They're doing very
well.

Mr. Hennessy: —to be the northern spokes-
man in the Legislature and in the cabinet on
behalf of all northerners.

Mr. Laughren: Except the miners.

Mr. Hennessy: In sum, the ministry should

be the eyes, the ears and the voice of north-

ern Ontario.

Mr. Reid: What about the rest of the 'body?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. These inter-

jections are not adding to the calibre of the

debate. Will the hon. member for Fort Wil-

liam be allowed to continue? Order, please.

The member for Fort William.

Mr. Hennessy: Along with the various

programs of the other ministries in the

north, I think it is very important that the

great majority of the personnel in the new
ministry, including both assistant deputy min-

isters, will be living and working in the

north. In this way government can be brought
closer to the northerners and the age-old

problem of trying to get the brass down in

Toronto to pay attention to their problems
will be less.

I understand that since the earlier version

of this legislation was presented, a few adjust-

ments have been made. One of particular

importance which 1 would like to draw to the

members' attention is the provision that the

Ministry of Northern Affairs will have almost

full play in responding to the emergencies
in the north, such 'as natural disasters and
fires which threaten both the lives and prop-

erty of residents. Another emergency program
that should be applauded is the emergency
water supply assistance program to aid live-

stock farmers in drought-stricken areas of

northern Ontario, jointly funded by the min-
istries of Northern Affairs and Agriculture
and Food. This program will provide well

improvements for livestock farmers facing a

serious drought in Thunder Bay, Kenora,

Rainy River, Algoma, Manitoulin Island, and
other parts of the north.

I realize, of course, that the Ministry of

Northern Affairs will not be able to find

instant solutions to the many problems con-

fronting northern Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: That's part of the problem.

Mr. Hennessy: I do believe, however, that

if all the members of this House agree that

the people in Northern Ontario have every

right to expect the same standard of living as

the rest of Ontario, then the Ministry of

Northern Affairs must be fully endorsed to

ensure that these northerners-

Mr. Deans: Who has been denying them?

Mr. Hennessy: —have more development
and social progress than they have ever ex-

perienced before. I thank you for your at-

tention.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker—
An hon. member: A ministry for western

Ontario.

Mr. Peterson: —1 feel obliged to participate
in this debate to put just a little different

perspective on it from a different point of

view.

Mr. Stokes: You are not even London
North.

Mr. Peterson: I don't rise as an expert in

northern problems or all of the things that

are expressed here tonight. I have sympathy
for my colleague from Rainy River and the

member for Sudbury, who spoke eloquently
and well, as did the minister, in fairness.

He has articulated some of the problems.
What disturbs me so very very much is

that these problems have existed forever

and we have created a new bureaucracy to

attempt to attack them. We hear these pleas
of sympathy, we hear this nonsense about

people not understanding the north, year
after year after year in this House, the same
old rhetoric, the same old stuff, with no
creative new institution to handle them.

Mr. Lane: Better late than never.

Mr. Peterson: What disturbs me, albeit

somewhat from afar, is the belief that this

new ministry is going to solve one problem.

When I look at this bloated, inflated cabinet

that you have, this new co-ordinating body

of the Ministry of Northern Affairs-it's just

going to co-ordinate all of the past functions

that should be done by other ministries any-

way—it seems to me that it's a mute testa-

ment to the failure of various departments

over a long period of years. I have spoken

at great length on many other occasions,

Mr. Speaker, about this great, fantastic

growth in government. And had you been

a success in your other portfolios this port-

folio would not be necessary.

Mr. Hodgson: How would you know?

Mr. Peterson: We have 26 people in the

cabinet today in this government. In England

they only have 23. We are creating more

and more and more bureaucracy.

I looked through the estimates. We're

going to be spending $120 million next year.

Yet I look at the estimates of almost every

other bureaucracy, every other portfolio
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that the minister has presumably taken

some functions from—and it has yet to be
determined what functions specifically he is

taking from whom and how and how much.
I look at TEIGA and he's taking a lot

of the TEIGA functions. TEIGA's estimates

are up 13.3 per cent for this year. I look

at Transportation and Communications.

They're up 13.4 per cent. So I think the

minister is going to have a very serious job
to prove to the members of this House and
to the people of this province where he is

getting that money and what in fact he is

saving. It's just a reallocation. It's just a

juggling of numbers sideways. At least in

my search—and perhaps I'm mistaken on
this—I haven't seen any places where any-
one else is saving any great quantities of

money.
The minister said tonight in a statement

with great pride that he's going to locate
his two assistant deputy ministers in the
north. Mr. Speaker, they are so behind the
times. This should have been done years
past. They should have decentralized. There
are many ministries here that should be lo-

cated in the north with the deputy ministers.
There's nothing new. There's nothing revo-

lutionary.

Mr. Lane: Better late than never.

Mr. Peterson: It's long, long, long after

the fact. We have argued in this party at

great length—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are on both sides.

Mr. Peterson: Totally consistently, totally

consistently—that we have said that certain

of the ministries, Natural Resources, the

Resources Secretariat, those major bureauc-
racies should be in the north, just as other

bureaucracies—for example, Agriculture or

whatever—should be in all other parts of

Ontario that need the stability of a civil

service payroll, that need the stability and
the ripple effect that that promotes in that

local community.

The minister comes here to this House
tonight and in the past few weeks and talks

as if he's bringing something revolutionary
to the people of the north. In my judgement,
albeit I don't have as much experience as

he does, it looks to me terribly, terribly,

terribly superficial. And it really, as I said

before, is a testament to the failure of your
past programs—
Hon. Mr. Parrott: Don't be an expert in

government.

Mr. Peterson: —and you have had enough
problems in other ministries, I say with great
respect, Mr. Minister, that you are entering

your job with a very serious credibilty prob-

lem, not only with the people of this House
and particularly on this side—some on your
own side also, I should add—but also with

the people-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
address the bill through the Chair, please?

Mr. Peterson: Probably if the government
was serious about this they would not have

distinguished the portfolio with this particu-
lar minister.

This whole thing is being used for such

blatant political purposes, and we could see

that during the campaign. It's interesting. I

saw an ad for the member for Parry Sound

(Mr. Maeck) during the campaign. It was a

most interesting ad. This was just after the

government redesignated Parry Sound into

northern Ontario—and I assume that's going
to be its philosophy, let-

Mr. Mancini: Cheap political trick.

Mr. Peterson: —northern Ontario creep
south if it's into political trouble or what-

ever, for additional grants or whatever.

I remember the ad for the member for

Parry Sound was, what is—I forget exactly
how it read—"What is Lome Maeck?" or

"What is the Progressive Conservative

Party?" It says: "$10 licence plates."

Hon. W. Newman: We will get Charlie

Farquharson after you if you are not care-

ful.

Mr. Peterson: Charlie Farquharson is very
fond of me.

An hon. member: You'd better read the

ad again.

Mr. Peterson: I saw that ad. I've got a

copy of it.

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: But I tell you it smacks of

the smelly kind of politics that you're play-

ing with this bureaucracy, that you're play-

ing with this kind of ministry, and frankly
it's not the kind of thing that you should

be very proud of. I'm ashamed that you're
back here.

Mr. Mancini: That's right, Lome.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member
please address his remarks through the

Chair?

Mr. Peterson: Would you promise to con-

vey this on?

Mr. Speaker: Thank you.

Mr. Peterson: But it's interesting to me
also, Mr. Speaker, that the minister comes
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in—a minister who is not yet designated. I

am not sure, and I'd be interested in know-

ing under what authority he is operating

now, whether he's Minister without Portfolio

responsible for northern affairs-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Peterson: —whether he is Minister of

Northern Affairs, because the legislation is

not in place. He can't, as far as I know,
in my naivety, call himself the Minister of

Northern Affairs. Yet he brings in a bill to

introduce his own portfolio. That seems to

me at the outset to be a highly presumptuous

approach to this kind of problem, particularly

in a minority government where you don't

have the options that maybe you once had.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are naive.

Mr. Roy: Yes, where is the authorization

for paying you?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member will continue.

Mr. Peterson: I want to see the authority

under which he has been paid for these

past few months-

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Peterson: —until the creation of this

thing. I think that the whole thing, the

whole way it has been set up and the whole

way it has been operated, has been pre-

sumptuous and doesn't speak to some of the

real problems.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: With that kind of

homework you will never be leader.

Mr. Peterson: I was also interested in the

minister's statement, tonight. He talked

about co-ordinating.

Mr. Roy: You certainly haven't been earn-

ing your pay, I'll say that for you. You never

did, even when you had a ministry.

Mr. Peterson: He talked about co-ordin-

ating housing projects with the Ministry of

Housing; he talked about co-ordinating with
the Minister of Agriculture for agricultural

programs; he talked about co-ordinating with
TEIGA for industrial parks and services and
for mining with Natural Resources.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Only one per-
son has the floor. Do the other members not

realize that? Surely, you don't have to be
chastised eternally on this matter of inter-

jections. The hon. member for London Cen-
tre is the only one who has the floor at the

moment. Would he continue for the next 30

seconds?

Mr. Peterson: Thank you, Mr. Speaker I

appreciate that. What is interesting to me,

going back to the minister's statement of

tonight, is that he talks about co-ordinating
with all of these bodies. It seems to me that

if there is a job to be done, one ministry
should do it. We end up with all these name-

less, faceless bureaucrats, co-ordinating, de-

pendent one on the other; so much time

spent fussing around.

As was eloquently stated by my colleague
from Rainy River tonight, there are more re-

ports on the north, there are more people
co-ordinating, more people trying to under-

stand the problems. And the results are dis-

mal. There is no one in this House, on either

side of the House, who is happy with what
has gone on heretofore.

We hear all these cries about what we
need in the north; we hear them from all

sides; and assuming that some percentage of

it is genuine, we see very, very few genuine
attacks on the specific problems. It seems to

me at a certain point that rhetoric has got to

stop and a lean, efficient delivery of services

has to come about, not just in the north, but

in all areas.

(Mr. Pope: What specifically are you pro-

posing?

Mr. Peterson: What disturbs me about this

one is just one more ministry—25, now 26.

All of us who have been here, even for as

little time as I have been here, realize why
this minister is in that job. It is no secret to

any observer of the scene here.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member have

further remarks, because it is now 10:30?

Mr. Peterson: Perhaps we should adjourn.

The debate will be going on tomorrow?

Mr. Speaker: I'm trying to determine. If

the hon. member just has a minute or two

perhaps we can get the permission of the

House to—

Mr. Deans: No.

Mr. Peterson: I haven't decided yet, Mr.

Speaker. It depends on how much they

aggravate. (If they aggravate me I'll keep
going on forever.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, perhaps in the

interest of fairness to my other colleagues
and the the other people across the floor 111

just conclude very briefly.

What disturbs me, and I just want to put
in this one different perspective, is that I am

very pessimistic about the creation of this

ministry solving the problems. I am very

sympathetic to those problems and I wish
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they could be solved. We don't necessarily

think they are going to be solved in this

way, even though in the circumstances we
are going to support the legislation.

On motion by Mr. Laughren, the debate

was adjourned.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Parrott, the House
adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

MEMBERS' INDEMNITIES

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, the final

report of the select committee on the fourth

and fifth reports of the Ontario Commission

on the Legislature, tabled in the House last

spring, included endorsement of a recom-

mendation submitted by a consultant firm

that the basic indemnity for a member of

this Legislature be raised to $20,000 a year.

We have accepted this recommendation, with

appropriate refinements to meet the require-

ments of the Anti-Inflation Board.

The select committee itself recognized the

requirement for this conformity and qualified

its own recommendation with the statement,

and I quote from the report:

"That the increase be implemented in

amounts acceptable to the AIB beginning
October 1, 1976. This would mean an in-

crease in taxable income of approximately

$2,400 effective October 1, 1976, and a

similar effective increase October 1, 1977."

The regulations of the AIB, Mr. Speaker,

provide that it is forbidden to increase the

total compensation of all the employees in

a group in relation to the total compensation
of all employees in the base year by an

amount which results in the lesser of either

of two increases.

Mr. Peterson: That's a nice rose, Billy.

Hon. Mr. Davis: It was grown in Bramp-
ton.

Hon. Mr. Welch: One is an annual per-

centage rate of increase that is greater than

the permissible percentage rate of increase

determined for the group. For members of

the assembly, this is a maximum of 12 per
cent for the year beginning October 1, 1976,
and 10 per cent for the year beginning
October 1, 1977.

The second increase not allowed is one

greater than $2,400 in average compensation
for the group in the guideline year.

The effect of these restrictions is to limit

to $2,400 the maximum permissible increase

Thursday, July 7, 1977

to the total compensation of the members in

each of these years. What is more, the

maximum must be divided between salary

or indemnity and the allowances or benefits

paid to the member.
The position of the government, Mr.

Speaker, is that in the year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1977, but pro-rated effectively only

on September 15, 1977, an increase of

$2,400 be applied to all members* indem-

nities and allowances. This is about 7.5 per
cent of the average compensation of the

group.
The September 15, 1977, effective date is

in line with the commitment by the Pre-

mier in September 1975 to avoid an increase

in members' indemnities for two years.

This increase now proposed would, over

a full year of effectiveness, increase the in-

demnity by $2,200 and increase benefits

by about $200 in the form of increased life

insurance, medical insurance and contribu-

tions to the legislative assembly retirement

allowance fund.

It is also proposed that in the year com-

mencing October 1, 1977, and ending Sep-

tember 30, 1978, there will be a further

adjustment in accordance with AIB rules.

Provision will be made for a detailed,

independent review about adjustment of the

members' indemnity and allowances on an

annual basis, or as required, following the

ending of the present wage and price guide-

lines.

Legislative amendments to give effect to

these commitments will be introduced later

today along with some amendments to The

Legislative Assembly Retirement Allowance

Act.

MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, later

thi.> afternoon, I will be introducing for first

reading a bill that rewrites The Municipal
Elections Act. As I indicated on April 15

to the provincial-municipal liaison committee,

it is our intention that this new bill be held

over the summer in order to allow inter-

ested parties to examine and comment on its

provisions.
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In the course of reviewing municipal elec-

tion procedures, my ministry has received

many requests for major changes from indi-

viduals, and from municipalities and their

municipal associations, particularly on the

issues of the election date, term of office and

emergency election procedures. We have
been meeting, on an ongoing basis, with the

joint election committee of the Association

of Municipalities of Ontario and the Associa-

tion of Municipal Clerks and Treasurers to

discuss more than 50 recommendations for

primarily technical amendments to improve
election procedures. The very volume of re-

quests for consideration has necessitated the

drafting of a completely new Act. The bill I

am introducing today incorporates many of

these suggested changes and reflects the gov-
ernment's intention to provide clear and con-

cise election procedures for the municipal
governments of this province.

I would like to highlight the significant

changes that have been incorporated in the

legislation. First, of course, is the change in

the election date. We received many requests
for a change of date, ranging from early

spring through summer and fall, but there

has never been a clear consensus.

We continue to hold the view that one
date is better than several. It is proposed to

change the election date for all municipalities
from the first Monday in December to the

third Monday in November, which represents
a two-to-three-week shift. As it is now, the

enumeration conducted by the Ministry of

Revenue for both election and assessment

purposes is optimally conducted in the fall-

Mr. Sargent: It is none of the Treasurer's

business. Let them set their own dates.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —and requires at

least one full month to be completed. This,
in combination with the variety of other com-
plex, time-consuming election procedures-

Mr. Sargent: The Treasurer has always got
to have his finger on everything.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —has proved the
third Monday in November to be the most
feasible date.

Mr. Wildman: October would be much
better for the north.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Over time, as the

process is refined, it may be that the munic-
ipal enumeration and other procedures can
be further shortened, and at that time we
will be prepared to look again at the issue

of the municipal election date. In the mean-
time, the third Monday in November is the

acceptable alternative.

Mr. Wildman: Oh, come on.

Mr. Deans: That's ridiculous.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The mandatory
advance polls will facilitate voting as early
as the middle of November.
We have made no change in the time at

which new councils organize themselves. We
would like to run through the 1978 elections

at least, with the election date on the third

Monday in November and the start-up date

for councils on January 1. Should this experi-
ence indicate that councils may organize more

effectively in December for the upcoming
term, we certainly would be prepared to look

at this matter again, and would do so par-

ticularly in conjunction with the possibility

of an earlier election date.

The change in date has required changing
some election procedures, such as the prep-

aration, posting and revision of the pre-

liminary list of electors. In addition, the

nomination period has been reduced to a

single nomination day, but individuals are

permitted to file nomination papers during
the week preceding the nomination day.

The government has considered a number
of requests for changes in the municipal term

of office. There has been some pressure for

change and it may well prove that a longer

municipal council term will be appropriate.

Mr. Robarts and Dr. Mayo have both ad-

vanced arguments for a three-year term,

while Mr. Archer advocates retaining a two-

year term and the municipalities are split on

the question. However, for the purposes of

the municipal elections in 1978, we have de-

cided to continue with the two-year municipal
term of office.

Members will recall that severe weather

during the December 1974 elections created

difficulties in some municipalities. Since that

time, there has been considerable discussion

on the inadequacy of the provisions for the

conduct of elections in emergency situations.

The legislation now clearly provides that the

clerk, as returning officer, has authority to

determine and declare an emergency situa-

tion and to make necessary arrangements for

the safe, secret and orderly conduct of the

poll.

A new provision is included in the bill

which prohibits any form of campaign litera-

ture within the polling place, and the bounds

of the polling place have been defined.

Candidates will no longer be required to

have their occupations listed on nomination

papers or on the ballot.

From now on, municipal candidates are

prohibited from acting as election officials, as

are provincial candidates in provincial elec-

tions.
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Provision has been made to require munic-

ipal polls to be open from 9 a.m. until 8

p.m., which is consistent with the polling

hours which generally apply for provincial

elections.

Moreover, there will now be two manda-

tory advance polls, one on the Saturday, nine

days before the polling date; the other on

the Monday, seven days before the polling

date. These provisions increase appreciably
the access of electors to the polls.

Further, the length of time during which
a person who has been appointed a voting

proxy may apply for the appropriate cer-

tificate has been extended by three days.
The authority for a municipality to use

bilingual forms prescribed under the Act
has been expanded to include any notice

required under the Act to be posted or

mailed.

Finally, any eligible elector will now be
entitled to vote on a money bylaw question,
but no corporation will be so entitled.

I would like to mention briefly that we
received many requests to require a deposit

by candidates for a municipal office, or to

require an increase in the number of sig-

natures required on nomination papers. These
requests have been rejected. A procedure
of deposits by candidates is inconsistent with
democratic principles and runs counter to

this government's firm belief that election

to public office must be accessible to all

eligible citizens.

We have rejected the request to increase
the number of signatures required on nomina-
tion papers. The possible benefits this might
have in reducing the likelihood or number
of frivolous candidates is outweighed by our
interest in encouraging participation in gov-
ernment. These decisions were taken before

receiving Mr. Robarts' cogent arguments on
Monday last. Our position will be re-examined
between now and second reading in view of
Mr. Robarts' reasoning and other opinions
which will undoubtedly be received.

It should be said in closing that this bill

is not going to satisfy everyone in all its

aspects. This bill will be held at first read-

ing until the fall in order that we may have
the benefit of the further comments of in-

terested municipalities, municipal associations

and the public. We hope to meet over the
summer with the joint election committee of

AMO-AMCTO to receive their further com-
ments and suggestions. It is important that
this legislation be considered and finalized

in the fall, which will allow sufficient time
for all those affected by the Act to become
familiar with its provisions prior to the
1978 elections.

GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY WEEK
Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, today I am

joining with my federal counterpart, the
Hon. Romeo LeBlanc, Minister of Fisheries

and Environment, in declaring the week of

July 10 as Great Lakes Water Quality Week.

[Laughter. 1

Mr. Deans: That will be a big benefit.

Mr. S. Smith: Going to walk across Hamil-
ton harbour?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Oh, it's going to get
better.

The Great Lakes are more than a dividing
line between the dense population centres of

both sides of the Canada-US border. The
lakes and the lands which they drain is the

place where some seven million Ontario
residents live, work, and play.

Mr. Breithaupt: They sure do.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Recognizing the importance
of the Great Lakes to the people of the

drainage basin, the governments of Canada
and Ontario will be holding public meetings
next week in Toronto and Thunder Bay
to review with the people the operations
and effectiveness of the agreement between
Canada and the United States on Great Lakes

water quality, which was signed in April,

1972.

My federal counterpart and I urge the

people of the province to take part in the

many public events and open houses across

Ontario next week, in order that their sugges-
tions and recommendations may be considered

during the renegotiation of the Canada-US

agreement.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, point of order,

just before you call for questions.

Are you able to put before the House

your ruling on the matter I raised before

you, sir, a week ago today, in my objection

to the comments from the Premier (Mr.

Davis) indicating that any questions pertain-

ing to the report that he called for on the

investigation into Ontario Hydro would be
sub judice?

Mr. Speaker: I was prepared to do that

today, but in deference to the Attorney
General (Mr. McMurtry), who I think will

be interested in the ruling and who is out

of town today, I will be doing this to-

morrow. I am assured that the hon. Attorney
General will be in his seat tomorrow morn-

ing when we sit, and whether or not he is

here I will give that ruling then. But I
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believe out of deference to the Attorney

General, because of the involvement of this

particular matter, I decided that we should

do this tomorrow.

Mr. Nixon: Further to the point of order,

I am sure you are aware, sir, that this House
is heading towards an adjournment within

the next few days, and we on this side feel

the questions in this matter are of prime im-

portance. If you have the ruling now, I

would ask you, sir, that even in the absence
of the Attorney General, you should put it

before the House.

Mr. Roy: You are ruling, not the AG.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think I made
myself quite clear that the official ruling, the

formal ruling, will be given tomorrow. If

there are any questions arising on the matter,
we will deal with them at that particular
time.

[2:15]

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, and with every respect for you and
the position you hold, I would like to know
on what basis you withhold from the House
a ruling necessary to the conduct of the

question period, simply because one of our

esteemed members is unable to be present

today. I can't imagine on what precedents

you base such withholding of such vital

information.

Mr. Speaker: I think I made myself quite
clear. We'll be delivering the official ruling
tomorrow morning, whether or not the hon.

gentleman is in his seat.

•Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, if you're

prepared to deliver the ruling tomorrow even
if the Attorney General is not present in the

House, Mr. Speaker, then given the fact that

the ruling can easily be communicated to

him or he can be informed through Hansard,
when Instant Hansard is available in an
hour or two's time, why could you not give
us the ruling today despite the fact that the

Attorney General does not happen to be

present?
The Premier may not be present tomorrow.

We don't know that, but we do know that

he's here today.

Mr. Speaker: It doesn't matter. I have
assured the House—and on this matter my
decision cannot be debated, 1 remind the

hon. members—that I will be delivering it one

way or the other tomorrow morning.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will be here.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is the

Speaker's ruling and it cannot be debated.

We'll call for oral questions and we'll deal

with any questions pertaining to that matter

as they arise. Now the hon. Leader of the

Opposition with his first question.

'Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I just an-

nounced that the ruling cannot be debated at

this time. We'll hear the hon. member's first

question.

Mr. S. Smith: What I'm asking you on a

point of order, Mr. Speaker, is whether this

is a ruling. If it's a ruling you're making that

you refuse to give a ruling, then in fact we
have an option of challenging that as a

ruling. But if it's simply a refusal to give
a ruling, then it's not a ruling in itself.

Consequently, I'm trying to—

Mr. Deans: That helps; that really helps.

(Mr. Cassidy: That's real Liberal insight.

Mr. S. Smith: That's very important. I

would ask you, with every respect sir, could

you enlighten us as to what possible redress

is open to us if the Speaker simply refuses to

give a ruling? Is there any avenue open to a

member under those circumstances?

Mr. Speaker: I probably used a poor
choice of words when I said the word

"ruling." I will be delivering the ruling
tomorrow as indicated. As I said, we will

deal with any questions that arise pertaining
to a particular matter as they arise.

Mr. Sargent: What's the reason for the

timing?

Mr. MacDonald: On a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have a different point

of order because it's been debated?

Mr. MacDonald: I have a related point
of order. Would the Speaker inform the

House as to whether he is doing this of his

own volition or at the request of the Attorney

General?

(Mr. Speaker: No, the Attorney General

had nothing to do with it. But what I have

to say will involve the Attorney General

and out of deference to him he should be

here. I'm assured he will be here, as I

stated before. If he is not, I will go ahead

anyway. The Leader of The Opposition will

have his question now.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I have-

Mr. Speaker: Order please. I recognized
the Leader of the Opposition.



JULY 7, 1977 509

FRANCO-ONTARIAN RIGHTS

Mr. Roy: I have a point of privilege, which

can be raised at any time, on another

matter.

Mr. Speaker: We will hear a point of

privilege.

Mr. Roy: My point of privilege, Mr. Speak-
er, involves my questioning of the Attorney
General yesterday pertaining to the rights of

Franco-Ontarians and the right to use French
in our courts. You weren't in the chair then,

but in any event, Mr. Speaker, I asked cer-

tain questions of the Attorney General on
this. Last night on CBC television the At-

torney General of this province was quoted—
and I've not seen this in Hansard—as saying
that any attempt on his part to legislate the

rights of Franco-Ontarians to use French in

the courts would be, in his words and he was

quoted as saying, "window dressing."

I did not hear him say this in the House
but it seems to me if that is the policy, it's

somewhat cynical and an insult to Franco-

Ontarians. I want to say that it seems to me
net in keeping—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Why don't you wait and ask

him the question? Ask him the question when
he gets back.

Mr. Roy: —with our attitude or the attitude

of this province towards Canadian unity and
the rights of minorities right across this

country.

Mr. Speaker: I suggest the hon. member
may, if he wishes, question the Attorney
General upon his return on that matter.

ORAL QUESTIONS

RELEASE OF REPORTS

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Health: Is the minister prepared to release

twe reports for which my staff have asked

ministry personnel for the last week or two?
The one report concerns allegations made by
the Canadian Civil Liberties Association re-

garding improper committal to mental institu-

tions in this province; and the other report
concerns ambulance services, dated October,
1975. Can the minister explain whether he is

prepared to release them and why such simple

requests for such reports always cause us

such problems with his staff?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I wasn't aware that the

Leader of the Opposition's staff had madle

such simple requests. Were they made to my
office or to staff level? Perhaps if he would
let me know where they were made, I could

find out what the problem is. I am not

familiar with the October report; I will find

out about that.

We are reviewing the submission of the

Canadian Civil Liberties Association; and as

I indicated in announcing the review of The
Mental Health Act we will, where we deem
it necessary, introduce amendments; and, in

reviewing their submission, we will consider

whether we should introduce amendments to

the Act, say in the fall session of the Legisla-
ture. But, aside from memoranda which have

passed back and forth from me to my deputy
and various staff members and reviews by the

staff, there is not a report as such. If there is

any particular information the Leader of the

Opposition wants, I will be glad to give it to

him.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary, I

v/ant to be sure I understand correctly. Is

the minister prepared to give us these two

reports? The one that he has, whether we call

it a report or not, is the submission from the

Canadian Civil Liberties Association; and
there is the ambulance services one, which I

think was raised with the minister at some

point on a CITY television program, which

alleges, whether it is true or not, that many
lives could be saved in this province if we
concentrated more on care at the scene rather

than on rapid transportation? In view of the

apparent importance of these reports, could

he assure us that we can have them to look

at?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: With respect, Mr.

Speaker, with regard to the assertions of the

Canadian Civil Liberties Association, I would
have to say I responded to that when I an-

nounced—I think it was in this House—the
review of The Mental Health Act and the

services for the mentally ill. Since then, with

our staff and in particular with one of the

legal staff, we have been considering that sub-

mission—and, quite frankly, other submissions

we have had—in line with my commitment to

introduce amendments as necessary rather

than waiting for the whole review process to

complete itself, as to whether or not we
should introduce amendments in the fall.

I will give the Leader of the Opposition a

response to that report of the Canadian Civil

Liberties Association, if that is what he would
like. I'd be glad to do that. With regard to

the other report, that has been a public docu-

ment for some time—so I was advised at the

time—and I'll get him a copy.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION

Mr. S. Smith: A related question, but this

time to the Premier: In view of the fact that

the freedom of information and individual
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privacy commission will take some time to

make its recommendation and, I presume, will

lie followed by a period' of consideration by
the government, is the Premier prepared to

introduce temporary guidelines to take effect

now with regard to the release of information,
so as to avoid this constant cat-and-mouse

game over individual reports that happen to

be in the hands of the ministry and could be

of importance to this entire Legislature?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I really don't know what
the Leader of the Opposition means by the

introduction of guidelines, Mr. Speaker. I

really don't know how that procedure works.

It's a new one to me, introducing guidelines
in the Legislature-

Mr. Swart: Like the food land guidelines.

Hon. Mr. Davis: They weren't introduced

in the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say to the

Leader of the Opposition it has been my
experience that, by and large, when the mem-
bers opposite or others wish some documenta-

tion from the government-

Mr. Cassidy: They get refused.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that the bulk of it is

available.

Mr. Cassidy: Nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would also point out

that this is why we have established the com-
mission to study the issue; that is, to deter-

mine that which should be made public and
that which should not be. But my experience
has been that there has been very little that

hasn't been made public in one form or an-

other.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
will the Premier consider—I believe he knows
what guidelines mean—issuing to the civil

service some guidelines regarding, basically,
the kind of information they can hand out

while waiting for the report from the free-

dom of information commission?
I would remind the Premier, just to give

him examples, of the Foisey-Moon report on

testing and evaluation, the interministerial

report on residential services, and the stall-

ing now on these reports from the Ministry
of Health. These are the sort of things that
make constructive opposition very difficult on
behalf of the people of Ontario, and some
temporary guidelines would be of great assist-

ance.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In some instances, there

really is no report to give. But, leaving that
aside for the moment, I would suggest to
the Leader of the Opposition if there is a

particular report that he or any member
opposite is interested in, if the member is

having difficulties—because public servants

are human beings, believe it or not, and there

are some sensitivities—I think it is quite

proper for a member to contact directly the

minister who is responsible, and he or she

may take the responsibility here in the House.
I think it is a little bit unfair to be critical in

a general sense of the public service because—

Mr. Sargent: What do you do if he sits in

his seat and doesn't answer?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I really won't answer the

interjection from the member for Grey-Bruce.

Mr. Sargent: He chickens out.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Who chickened out?

Who was it who chickened out, Eddie?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

Premier is answering other questions.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am trying to be as

helpful as I can on how, if I were a member,
I would seek to get this information. I would

go directly to the minister.

RENFREW NURSING HOME
Mr. Deans: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of Labour. I wonder, before I ask, does

the Minister of Health have any answer to

my question from yesterday yet?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: On Renfrew?

Mr. Deans: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: There was an answer

prepared before I left my office, Mr. Speaker,
with which I wasn't satisfied and I have
asked for further information. There is an-

other report coming in late today by an-

other inspector.

Mr. Deans: I just wondered if there was

any answer before I asked. Now for my first

question.

Mr. Roy: What is your second question?

Mr. S. Smith: What is your second one?

Mr. Grossman: Second question, Mr.

Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: This is your second question,
I presume.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would challenge that,

Ian.

Mr. Deans: Are you serious? Are you
serious that this is the second question?

Mr. Speaker: That's what you said.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That is the second ques-
tion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You have had three.

An hon. member: Three strikes and you
are out.
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Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Deans: You are joking, you are joking.

An hon. member: He'd better be.

Mr. Speaker: Is there some doubt? I under-
stood the hon. member-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber asked a question of the Minister of

Health. Now he has asked another question
of some other minister; one, two.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order.

Mr. Speaker: No, the hon. member for

Wentworth will proceed, thank you.

Mr. Gaunt: I just changed my vote from
Mike to Ian.

Mr. Roy: Get in some supplementaries,
Ian.

Mr. Deans: It's taken me long enough
anyway. You might as well have let me ask

two questions.
Can I then, by way of a supplementary

question to the Minister of Health, ask
whether he might be able to tell us what
it was in the report that he got that he
found unsatisfactory?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No.

An hon. member: That's three.

Mr. Deans: This is all to do with freedom
of information and care of the public.

Mr. Speaker: Now which question? That
was a supplementary, I will accept that.

SAULT-SUDBURY RAIL SERVICE

Mr. Deans: I have a question of the

Premier, if I may. Given that the federal

cabinet has upheld the CTC ruling with

regard to the discontinuance of passenger
service from the Sault to Sudbury, is the
Premier prepared now to make a statement
in keeping with his promise during the elec-

tion that if the federal government didn't

live up to its obligations to provide adequate
transportation in the north he and the gov-
ernment of Ontario would provide adequate
transportation, and guarantee those people
there will be a service to meet their needs
between Sault Ste. Marie and Sudbury, since

this one is no longer going to be in service?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think the
hon. member in his question said "is the

Premier prepared now". If "now" is defined

as meaning "at this moment," the answer to

that part would be no. In relationship to the

longer perspective though, as to whether as

a government we are endeavouring to seek

alternatives, the answer to that would be

yes.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary question: Can
the Premier indicate whether one of the

alternatives is along the lines suggested by
the Minister of Housing (Mr. Rhodes) at the

time this became a matter of public interest,

that the Ontario Northland or some other

suitable service by road or by rail should

be made available? Has the Premier been

able to prevail upon the Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications (Mr. Snow)
to see the wisdom of that, as my colleague
from the Sault has been attempting to do for

some time?

Hon. B. Stephenson: He is not from the

Sault, he is from Algoma.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't know which col-

league from the Sault the member is re-

ferring to.

Mr. Deans: Algoma, my colleague from

Algoma.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't think the mem-
ber had any colleagues in the Sault as a

result-

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Well, he certainly hasn't

many colleagues in the Sault, certainly not

enough.
I always, Mr. Speaker, listen to the con-

structive suggestions of the Minister of Hous-

ing as they relate to matters concerning his

riding and those surrounding communities.

They are always very worthwhile and very

positive in nature.

[2:30]

Mr. Deans: What did the Premier think

of his $600,000 expenditure?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Whether this particular

suggestion has practical application, of

course, is something that we have to assess.

Mr. Deans: When?
Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Is the

Premier aware that at the time of the original

hearing in Sault Ste. Marie in May 1976,

the provincial government's representative,

a lawyer for the MTC, stated they were not

against the discontinuance because Grey-
hound could handle the passengers? Is the

Premier further aware that the day the an-

nouncement of discontinuance was made,

Greyhound increased its fares between Sud-

bury and the Sault?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, Mr. Speaker, I really

am not aware of the fare structure or when
it was altered with respect to that service

from the Sault to Sudbury. I must confess

to the hon. member I am not aware of that.
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Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Mr. Speaker,

can the Premier tell us if one of the diffi-

culties the provincial government seems to

have in expanding the provincial rail service

throughout northern Ontario, which has been

to my memory at least since 1970, has been

a difficulty in negotiating with the federal

government or with CN-CP for track rights

along their routes which we would have to

use?

Mr. Martel: What about the run you

promised to Parry Sound—North Bay?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, actually, to

answer the supplementary question from the

member for Sudbury East-

Mr. Speaker: Which wasn't very supple-

mentary, but if the Premier has a short

answer we'll hear it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —which had to do with

Parry Sound, I've got to remind him he didn't

have many colleagues there either. But to

deal with the original question, which related

to extension of rail service-

Mr. Martel: That railroad you promised.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —obviously part of the

problem we face, whether it is with the

GO service or any rail service the province
of Ontario undertakes, is the cost fact or

with respect to either CN or CP; yes, he's

quite right.

Mr. Foulds: How come you can do it for

the south but not for rail service in the

north?

CONDITIONS AT DON JAIL

Mr. Bradley: A question for the Acting
Minister of Correctional Services: In the

light of the tragic jail fires in Stratford, in

New Brunswick and as recently as last night
in Connecticut; and considering his view
that the Don Jail is no worse than it was 10

years ago, when it's closure had already been
recommended; and given the city of Toronto
report outlining the intolerable shortcomings
of the

jail; is the minister now prepared to

take immediate action to close the Don Jail,

so that we will no longer continue to play
Russian roulette with the lives of prisoners
in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, like many
at the present time, the hon. member for

St. Catharines is suggesting we should close
the Don Jail immediately. I'm sure that
most of the members on this side of the
House and all sides of the House wish that
that were possible. However, let me remind
him that in the last number of years since
the province took these institutions over-

some eight or nine years ago, we have spent

many millions of dollars and done much
planning in trying to update the correctional

services and jail facilities of this province.
We recently opened an institution in the

east end of Metropolitan Toronto for some
200 inmates. Later this month we'll be open-
ing one in Etobicoke for a similar 200
inmates. Regrettably, because of the increase

in the jail population of the Metropolitan
area, for various reasons—one is the reform
of the bail Act, which was not contemplated
some time ago; that is, the tightening up on
bail procedures; another matter is Legal Aid,
the long retentions during appeal period
where the people want to stay close to their

lawyer and therefore are kept in the local

jails rather than sent out to where they might
otherwise be, in some other correctional

institution; and because we are at the height
of population of young people at the present
time who, unfortunately, end up in our jails

as opposed to older people—there is not

sufficient capacity in the Metropolitan Toronto
area to hold all of the people.

It's easy to say close the jail today, but

nobody has suggested any alternative for

closing the jail.

Mr. Foulds: Try Minaki Lodge.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't know exactly
what we are supposed to do with the

people if we close the Don Jail; where do

they want us to house these inmates?

Whether they are suggesting we should turn

them out on society or not, I don't know.

Mr. Wildman: Why don't you build a new
one?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It's very easy for the

press and for other people to suggest that

we should close the jail immediately—
Mr. S. Smith: And free the prisoners, of

course. Yes.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —but none of them
have given us any practical alternatives.

Mr. Wildman: Build another one.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Now I have said we
are building jails just as reasonably quickly
as we can.

Mr. Breithaupt: Room for everyone.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We opened one last

month. We're opening another one this

month. That will look after some 400 people.
The hope was that we would be able to

limit the number of people in correctional

institutions to some 200 people. One of the
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things I am examining is the possibility of

putting more than 200 people in these new
institutions. I don't know whether it's possible,

but it may be preferable to do that than

leaving the overcrowded situation in the

Don Jail.

Mr. Cassidy: If it weren't for crime—

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Taking some of these

people out will relieve it, but not to the

point where we'll be able to close the Don
Jail completely. We do have plans to get

out of there eventually and I hope that

we'll be able to speed that up.

Mr. Sargent: Why don't you try the old

Hydro building?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: But in the meantime,
we will have to continue at least to use the

newer section of the Don Jail for some time.

Mr. Foulds: This is filibustering.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: But I would remind

the member that we took this over some eight

or nine years ago. The Toronto jail was con-

demned many years ago, at the time when the

municipalities and the counties had responsi-

bility for it. Now the municipalities and the

counties—many of them and certainly in

Metropolitan Toronto—did very little about

improving the facilities of the Don Jail. The

province is doing its best and has done far

more than the county of York and the city of

Toronto ever did to improve the Don Jail.

So I can say, Mr. Speaker, that we are

doing our best. We wish to close out that

Don Jail just as much as anybody else wants
to close it out, but we have to be practical.

Now if anybody has a better answer-

Mr. Deans: I doubt if anyone has a longer
one.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —other than to suggest
we build another jail, which we are planning
to do in the Mimico area, the Toronto south

centre, we'd be glad to hear it.

Mr. Speaker: Supplementary, the member
for High Park-Swansea.

I'm sorry. I didn't notice the hon. member
who asked the original question wanted a

supplementary. So we'll allow the hon. mem-
ber for St. Catharines with his supplementary.

Mr. Bradley: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A
supplementary question: Would the minister

provide the House with an up-to-date in-

ventory of the number of prisoners in the

Don Jail, together with a list of the offences

they have committed; and second, of the

number of prisoners in other facilities in and
around Metropolitan Toronto? And would he

consider relocating some of the prisoners so

that the Don can be closed?

Hon. B. Stephenson: He just said that.

Mr. Williams: There's one less than there

was last week anyway.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There is a great transition;

they move in and out.

Mr. Reid: The quality has gone up.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, without

regarding the part of Peel from which some
of the members in this House come, if we're

just looking at the city of Toronto, we gen-

erally need accommodation for a jail popula-
tion of around 800 to 900.

Mr. Roy: Is that first class or second class?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The hon. member
asked a number of questions. He asked

whether we would be considering relocating

some inmates. I've already indicated to him
in our plan that we do plan to relocate some.

Mr. Martel: We might try opening up
Burwash again.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Good idea.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: But as I say, we have

accommodation in the Don Jail which is

overcrowded, no question.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We have built these

two new jails and I'm looking to see whether

we can't equalize them out a little bit, but

they have to be within reasonable distance

of the courts. That's the whole purpose of it.

Mr. Ziemba: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Does the hon. Solicitor General suppose
most of his problem is that he's throwing

people into jail who shouldn't be there in

the first place?

[Applause.]

Mr. Leluk: They didn't keep you long

enough.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Only those who arrange
to go there, that's all.

Mr. Ziemba: But what I'd like to ask him

is, instead of building more, and bigger and
more expensive jails-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Mr. Ziemba: —what I'd like to ask him is

instead of building—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Those who make their

reservations.

Mr. Deans: Where is your sense of humour?

Mr. Ziemba: —more modernistic and ex-

pensive jails, he should be using that same

money for alternative programs so that our

young people don't end up in jail and—

Mr. Speaker: Your question?
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Mr. Ziemba: That's the question.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: How about the older

ones?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I'm not

going to find fault with what my good friend

is suggesting. We have in this country a dis-

proportionate number of people in our jails.

Mr. MacDonald: We are almost a match
for South Africa.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: One of the reasons the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) and I were
down in Ottawa last week was to find out

just how we could make amendments to allow

for community service orders and things of

this nature. And we were promised co-

operation—by way of amendment—from the

Minister of Justice in Ottawa. We ourselves

are looking at procedures whereby we can

speed up our own system; we're looking at

the problem of the administration of courts.

I would agree we have too many people in

the jails of this province, particularly in the

holding institutions such as the Don Jail.

We are looking for ways in which they will

not be overcrowded.

Mr. Speaker: Next question?

Mr. Roy: A supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. There have
been general questions and lengthy answers.
If we have time we'll come back to it, but
we'll get to a new question now. Are there

no questions over there?

Mr. Mackenzie: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry. The hon. member
for Hamilton East.

CCAS DISPUTE

Mr. Mackenzie: I have a question of the
Minister of Labour concerning the action at

a mediation meeting on Tuesday this week,
in the dispute with the Catholic Children's
Aid workers, whereby the union, in an

attempt to show good faith, withdrew one of
the major areas of contention at the meeting,
and the response of the management of the

Catholic Children's Aid was to withdraw all

offers that it had agreed to up to that point.
Would the minister agree that there seems
to be a lack of bargaining in good faith and
that this is an example of where we can

attempt to order them at least to sit down
and take a look at what the issues are in this

dispute?

Hon. B. Stephenson: The mediators of my
ministry have been attempting to do just
that but, indeed, if the union feels strongly
that the management is not bargaining in

good faith, it has a remedy available to it of
which it has not as yet availed itself.

Mr. Mackenzie: A supplementary, Mr.

Speaker: At what point in time are we going
to take a look at what the words, "bargaining
in good faith" mean in view of not only this

situation but a number of such situations—

whether it's Custom Aggregates, or the tele-

phone answering service, or you name it?

We just don't seem to have anything which
means "bargaining in good faith."

Mr. Speaker: Order. The question has been
asked.

Mr. Martel: When do you defend the

workers?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, the

definition of the words "bargaining in good
faith" is, I think, examined with very fre-

quent regularity within the Ministry of

Labour certainly, as a result of the delibera-

tions of the Labour Relations Board.

Mr. Cassidy: And then it's ignored.

Hon. B. Stephenson: There are instances in

which the ministry, I'm sure, would feel

strongly that it might counsel-

Mr. Germa: Why does the minister hate

the workers?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —certain parties to

disputes to lay the charge before the Labour
Relations Board but it is their responsibility.
The parties to the disputes do have the re-

sponsibility of laying the charge before the
Labour Relations Board for the remedy which
is available to them.

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary on
this. The member for Hamilton East.

Mr. Mackenzie: Surely the minister realizes

that to establish bargaining in good faith, or

to establish the refusal to do so, is almost

impossible undler the current Act.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm not sure that that's

a real question. I just disagree with the mem-
ber's opinion.

Mr. Speaker: I didn't detect a question.
That was a statement. Order, please.

CUSTOM AGGREGATES
Hon. B. Stephenson: Yesterday afternoon

the hon. member for Hamilton East asked me
a question concerning the Custom Aggregates
dispute. On April 22 of this year there was an

application for de-certification filed before the

Ontario Labour Relations Board. The board
held its first hearing on this matter in May 9,

at which time it referred the file to a hearing
officer for investigation and the taking of

evidence. The hearings are continuing and
I'm informed that the next scheduled appear-
ance before the hearing officer is July 12.

The hon. member also asked a question

regarding apparent incidents, or alleged in-
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cidents, occurring at the plant, and the allega-

tion that in most cases the workers who were

replacing the members of the union came
from the province of Quebec. I've been in-

formed that there has, indeed, been a con-

tinuous turnover of employees at this location

since March 16, 1977. However, I am in-

formed that the employees who have worked
at this quarry from March 16 to this date

come from Toronto, Ottawa, Markham, Corn-

wall, Guelph, Matachewan, Oakville, Willow-

dale and Tillsonburg. There is no evidence

at this time to support the allegation that

most of these workers are from the province
of Quebec.

In addition, the company has retained) the

services of a security company from Montreal

—which has an Ontario licence, I'm told—

solely for the purpose of guarding the prop-

erty and the equipment. This security force

of five people is required, the company be-

lieves, because the quarry covers approxi-

mately 200 acres and it was decided by the

company some time ago to hire the security

personnel after there were several incidents

of sabotage to the equipment in that quarry.

Mr. Mackenzie: May I answer the minister?

Mr. Speaker: Yes. The hon. member for

Hamilton East has a supplementary.

Mr. Mackenzie: Will the minister not ascer-

tain or let this House know whether or not,

in the hearings before the officer on the de-

certification appeal, three of the employees

questioned and challenged were employees
who were brought in from the province of

Quebec, and were not working there before

the strike started?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am aware there is

some question regarding the de-certification

process and1 the acquisition of information in

hearings before the officer. I do not know the

details of that at this time.

[2:45]

TOURISM
Mr. Eakins: A question for the Minister

of Industry and Tourism: In reference to his

statement that the climatic conditions of this

province are partly responsible for the lower

tourist trade in the first quarter of each year,

would he not agree that perhaps it is time for

some of his ministry's promotional campaigns
to capitalize on the unique features offered

during our winter season so that we might
reverse the declining trend we have experi-

enced in visitors during the first quarter?

Hon. Mr. Bennett: That has really been

the direction of our advertising program. I

think if the critic for the Liberal Party on

the Ministry of Industry and Tourism would

look at the advertising program that we have

submitted to him, he would see we have put
tremendous emphasis on the winter attrac-

tions in the province of Ontario to bring

people here to ski and to participate in other

winter activities.

Mr. Eakins: Supplementary: Given the im-

portance of tourism to the economy of the

province in that it represents our second

largest industry, and given the fact that the

growth rate of revenue as generated from
tourism has been declining since 1974, when
can we expect to see the results of his minis-

try's promotional campaigns, in particular the

campaign directed to United States visitors

that he announced when we brought this to

his attention last November? I emphasize the

importance of advertising in the United States

because the Canadian dollar took another

unexpected decline yesterday and it's a factor

that obviously has some significance on the

tourist trade in Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: A year ago when I was

referring to some of the problems we were

experiencing in the tourist industry, I re-

lated it to the fact that the value of the

Canadian dollar versus the American dollar

was not very advantageous to bring people
into the province of Ontario or into this

country and that we expected there would
be a down position and devaluation of the

Canadian dollar in 1977 that likely would

help the tourist traffic.

We do believe in the current year that it

will help the tourist traffic. To what extent,

we are not positive at this moment, other

than to say that in the immediate past weeks

there has been a substantial improvement in

numbers of people coming from the United

States to this province and to this country.

I say to the members of this House that On-
tario has maintained its very substantial per-

centage of US visitors-

Mr. Sargent: In spite of you.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: —in spite of certain

people from Owen Sound, I will tell the

member. Fifty-six per cent of all Americans

leaving that particular country and coming
to Canada principally come to the province
of Ontario. That's a marked improvement
over the last seven or eight years, about a 10

per cent improvement, which I think is rather

substantial. We attribute a great deal of that

success to the advertising program.
The advertising program we have had has

been redesigned in the last 12 months. We
have gone away from television, I said this

to the House some days ago, and we have

gone into more selective publications in the

United States. We believe the people read-

ing those particular magazines and news-
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papers have a larger disposable income and

the likelihood of them travelling into Ontario

and Canada is much greater. We think this

particular program will be very rewarding
for the tourist industry of this province over

the next 12 months.

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Can the

minister indicate what attempts the ministry

is making to ensure that the establishments

in the province are giving the tourists the

exchange rate? One of the major complaints
we have in the Sault Ste. Marie-Algoma area

is that the tourists are not receiving the

proper exchange rate when they do go into

retail and accommodation establishments.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: I am sure the member
will appreciate that there is no legislation that

forces any businessman into honouring the

exchange rate.

Mr. Reid: Including the Liquor Control

Board.

Hon. Mr. Bennett: Just a moment, I said

"honouring the exchange rate." We have sug-

gested very strongly to the Chambers of

Commerce and to the travel associations that

they should suggest to their members as

forcefully as possible that if we are to con-

tinue to have a good image in this province,

we should honour the exchange rate on the

money so that it is an advantage to bring

people to the province of Ontario. That's the

extent to which my ministry has gone through
its field operations and directly to the Cham-
bers of Commerce and the travel associations

in recommending to them that they carry the

message back to their members so that we
can use that, and we will use it, as a plus
factor for Americans coming to the province
of Ontario.

CCAS DISPUTE

Mr. McClellan: I have a question for the

Minister of Community and Social Services

with respect to the strike at the Metro
Catholic Children's Aid Society. As the min-
ister responsible for the administration of

The Child Welfare Act, can the minister

explain to me why he has refused to meet
with representatives of Focus and why he has
refused to answer their four telephone calls

a day since last Monday, July 5? Would
he agree, please, to meet with them to review
the implications of this strike?

Mr. Wildman: Very poor telephone
service.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I have not
refused' at any time to meet with the group
the hon. member refers to. When I was first

approached last week, I immediately arranged
for a senior official in my ministry to meet

with the group. That meeting did take place,

and I have been briefed on that.

I was not aware that they had been

phoning, as he suggested, four times a day
since that time. I would like to assure him I

am concerned about the welfare of the

children. The question of the dispute in the

negotiations is a matter under the jurisdic-

tion of another minister, it is not within my
jurisdiction. The staff of my ministry is

monitoring the situation so as to ensure

that the welfare of the children is not in

jeopardy, and I am assured that that is, in

fact, the case.

Mr. McClellan: Supplementary: Given the

current efforts to review the role and status

of Children's Aid Societies, raised again in

the Robarts report, and given that the

capacity for sensible and responsible labour-

management relations will be an important
consideration in deciding whether or not any
Children's Aid Society will continue to enjoy
autonomous status, would the minister not

agree that it would be useful for him to

meet with the management of the Catholic

Children's Aid Society and communicate
that reality as forcefully as possible?

Hon. 'Mr. Norton: I am sorry, 1 obviously
didn't hear the operative part of the ques-
tion. I know it was rather a lengthy one,
and I hate to ask if he would repeat it, but

would he mind? I am sorry.

Mr. Roy: Oh, come on.

Mr. Speaker: Would the hon. member just

repeat the question part, please?

Mr. McClellan: The capacity for sensible

labour-management relations will be an im-

portant determination with respect to the

continuing autonomous existence of any Chil-

dren's Aid Society, given current review

efforts, and the minister should meet with

the management of the Catholic Children's

Aid Society and communicate that to it.

Would he?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, it is not

my intention to inject myself into a situation

where there is a labour dispute that is not

within my jurisdiction. I will continue,

through the staff of my ministry, to monitor
the situation with respect to ensuring that

the welfare of the children is not in jeopardy.
It is not my role to intervene in such

disputes.

MINING TAX
Mr. Reid: I have a question for the

Minister of Natural Resources, notice cf

which he has been given—30 seconds ago.

Mr. Stokes: The answer is no.
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Mr. Reid: Can the minister expand on his

comments last night in regard to an inter-

pretation of The Mining Act in regard

to companies making donations to communi-

ties in the province of Ontario? I believe he

knows what I am talking about in that

regard. Also, regarding the mining industry,

can he indicate what action has been taken

on the Ontario Securities Commission policy

3-02 in regard to the junior mining com-

panies and their financing in the province of

Ontario?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Those

are quite distinct questions, I hope the hon.

member knows. In effect, he slipped two into

one.

Mr. Reid: They are both relating to one
area.

Hon. F. S. Miller: That's very much in

keeping with my policy—two for one.

It happened that Hansard last night in-

correctly typed my interjection, and because

it knew it had incorrectly typed my interjec-

tion, or assumed it had, it was kind enough
to send me a rush copy. I just finished ex-

plaining the same thing to the member for

Lake Nipigon.

My interjection last night, while the mem-
ber for Rainy River was speaking, to say the

least, at length, on various topics-

Mr. Reid: It didn't seem that way to me.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —was that in fact the

15/65 rule of mining tax credit compensates
for the lack of the social investment allow-

ance in many communities in the north. I

probably need some time to explain this,

which this period doesn't allow me to do.

It took me three hours last night, and I

had just gone through those three hours as

I met the hon. member—three hours' listening
to my staff explain the calculation of a model

mining tax assessment. It's a very complex
thing, and I'd be glad to go through it with
the member for Rainy River or the member
for Lake Nipigon, because I think an under-

standing of it would tell them this: We have
in Ontario the most enlightened tax credits of

any province in Canada.

Interjections.

Hon. F. S. Miller: We're the only ones

allowing, for example, a full 35 per cent of

original capital investment per year on north-

ern Ontario investments for refining, con-

centrating, smelting and processing. It goes
on for ever.

Interjection.

Hon. F. S. Miller: We allow this credit

to be lumped against the profits earned by a

mining company in the mining operations.

Eight per cent is the lowest we'll permit
in the calculation-

Mr. Reid: Maybe the minister should

send me a letter.

Mr. Roy: Oh, you can't make that.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Well, the hon. member
asked for it. We give them at least 15 per
cent credit on the gross profit of the mining
and smelting operations to offset the losses

they may otherwise have had through not

having this credit in the community. So many
mines don't pay any mining tax per se.

They only pay income tax.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for—

Hon. F. S. Miller: Am I allowed to answer
the other part, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: I thought the hon. minister

had completed his answer, and I'm calling
for the next question.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No.

Mr. Reid: No, he hadn't.

Mr. Speaker: I think that was your second

question, though.

UNITED ASBESTOS PLANT

Mr. Laughren: A question for the Premier:

Would he indicate to us and to the people
in Timiskaming what steps he is taking to

ensure that the United Asbestos mine near

Matachewan-
Mr. Havrot: Why don't you follow up first?

Mr. Laughren: —will be opened, as was

promised by his good friend and colleague,

the member for Timiskaming, during the

recent election?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I will be

delighted to discuss that matter with the

member for Timiskaming.

Mr. MacDonald: This is a means of you
getting together with him.

Mr. Havrot: Why don't you wait till the

creditors get that matter resolved?

Mr. Laughren: Supplementary: Would the

Premier assure us, and the good people in

Timiskaming, that his delay in making any
kind of announcement or in refusing to take

any steps whatsoever has nothing to do
with the statement by the present member
for Timiskaming on the night of the election

that the victory was all the sweeter because

he'd accomplished it without any visits from
the Premier?

Mr. Havrot: I did not say that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am delighted the hon.

member was able to accomplish it without

my visitation.

Mr. Breithaupt: So is he.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: And perhaps so is he.

Mr. Havrot: It was a reflection on the

previous member, wasn't it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can only say—and I'm

a very modest person—that in spite of all

the difficulties, my visitations produced more
than those of either the member for Hamilton
West (Mr. S. Smith) or the member for

Scarborough West (Mr. Lewis).

Mr. Havrot: Why doesn't the member do
his own homework? They're really in bad
shape over there.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He was so interested in

the resource industry that he didn't even
want his leader in Sudbury.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

Acting Minister of Correctional Services has
the answer to a question asked previously.

GRANDVIEW FACILITY

Hon. Mr. Ma-Beth: I have the answer to

a question asked previously by the member
for Cambridge regarding the future of
Grandview School.

The member will recall that on April 13,

1976, the then Minister of Correctional Ser-

vices, the Hon. John Smith, told the Legis-
lature that Churchill House, a maximum-
security facility, would be converted to

accommodate adult offenders; that it was in-

tended to use it as a backup detention
centre for inmates from the Guelph and
Kitchener areas and thus relieve the over-

crowding in those jails.

This is still the ministry's intention, and
we do have a work party of about 12

minimum-security inmates, who have been
thoroughly vetted for the job, living at

Grandview School and working on the con-
version of Churchill House to serve as a
detention centre annex. These men are under
supervision, of course, both on the job and
at night.

The then minister also said that Grandview
School proper would be upgraded and alter-

ed by an inmate working group for eventual
full use as an adult training centre. My staff

continues to see the facility as usable even-

tually as such a centre. In a letter to Mr.
Norman Gamble, superintendent of facilities

in the Cambridge community service depart-
ment, Mr. John Jones, the ministry's regional
volunteer co-ordinator, referred to this de-

velopment as follows: "There are some con-
versions going on in our ministry regarding
the repopulation of the total complex, at

which time much greater use of the facility
will be made by the inmates."

[3.00]

I understand this letter received local

publicity through the publication of a report
of the council meeting in the Kitchener-
Waterloo Record. Mr. Jones was indicating
to Mr. Gamble that the community could not

expect unlimited use of the facilities such
as a swimming pool and arena while a con-
version is under way to adult use. I agree
with Mr. Jones's conclusion that community
use of the Grandview facility will be limited

by the reconstruction presently under way,
and by any expanded program that might
be initiated. The ministry's record of com-

munity use of its facilities consistent with

security is a good one, and we will do what
we can to assist selected organized groups
in those recreational activities that it seems

practical to accommodate at the Grandview

facility.

If I may just add to that, the member for

Kitchener-Wilmot (Mr. Sweeney) suggested
to me that we should be using the facility

there to look after some of the people we
were talking about earlier. I am just saying
that this is an example where we are using

an old facility and upgrading it to look

after some of the adult offenders, but they
still must be situated locally so they can

be close to the local court.

Mr. Davidson: Supplementary: I take it

from the minister's response that I can now
assure the city council that the remaining
buildings on that property, other than Chur-
chill House, will not be converted into an
adult detention centre for the region?

Mr. Speaker: I noticed the interrogative
inflection that time.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't think I went
that far. I think we said we were converting

part of it and we were not decided com-

pletely what we were going to do with the

rest of it, but we were in the middle of a

conversion program in making some of it over

to adult institutions.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary, and
ask a question, please.

Mr. Davidson: Can I then ask the minis-

ter, if there is consideration or will be

future consideration given to converting that

into a regional adult detention centre, will

the minister also take into consideration that

no action such as that will be taken without

consulting with the city council of the city

of Cambridge?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, we will

try to consult with as many people as pos-

sible, but I don't think I can bind the hands

of any future minister for certain that that

consultation will take place.
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Mr. Sargent: Resigning, are you?
Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We will keep the

request in mind and do our best to consult

with all those concerned.

NORTH PICKERING PROJECT
Mr. Stong: I have a question of the Premier.

In spite of the fact that the Minister of

Housing on Tuesday of this week indicated

to the House that he had personally not re-

ceived a notice of dissatisfaction from the

Ombudsman with respect to the constitution

of the North Pickering royal commission, did

the Premier receive a letter from the Ombuds-
man on April 26 which stated that he was

totally and completely dissatisfied with the

setup and the constitution of that commission

and that he found it completely unacceptable
to him because he had not been previously
consulted?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I will have
to check my somewhat voluminous corres-

pondence with the Ombudsman to—

Mr. Roy: A lot of Tories are mad at the

Ombudsman these days.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, no; he has more

difficulty with the Liberals than with us.

I will have to check and I'll endeavour to

answer the hon. member tomorrow.

Mr. Stong: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
While the Premier is checking that, would he
also check the date of June 27 past for a

letter directed to the Minister of Housing
from the Ombudsman? In view of those two

letters, and in view of the fact that the select

committee of the Ombudsman recommended
a change in the constitution of the commis-

sion, and in view of the fact that those whose
land's are most affected refuse to participate,

as well as their lawyer, would the Premier

explain why the government is so reluctant or

afraid to expand the commission and proceed
with a full investigation, rather than having
the commission confine itself to proceeding in

the narrow manner of an adversarial nature?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I really think

the discussion with the Ombudsman didn't

relate to any narrow sort of restriction what-

soever. I have a feeling, if memory serves me
correctly, it was more a question of personali-

ties. I will get out the correspondence and be

delighted to inform the hon. member; but my
best recollection is that it has been the coun-

sel for those people who have interests before

the commission who has decided not to

appear, and I gather he made that very free

choice by his own judgement. Certainly that

is the impression I have had, but I will be

delighted to get out the correspondence and

tell the hon. member as much as I can.

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: This will have to be a final

supplementary. We are running out of time

and this is about the second supplementary
now.

Mr. Stong: The Premier did not give an

answer to the latter part of my question as to

why the government is so reluctant to allow

a full investigation of this situation, rather

than have a commission proceed in an ad-

versarial manner.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, my im-

pression is—and it's only an impression; I

must confess that I haven't been to any of

the hearings, I haven't been part of any of

the deliberations—but my impression is that

the reference the commission is operating
under relates to the agreement that was made
between the Minister of Housing and the

Ombudsman and! I think with the concur-

rence of the committee. I think the hon.

member will find that to be relatively ac-

curate.

Now if the hon. member is suggesting that

for some reason or other he now feels the

terms of reference are too narrow, I haven't

heard that issue raised. It may have been in

one of Mr. Maloney's letters, I don't recall

it. But I think, really, what the Ombudsman
h endeavouring to raise is a question of

people, not the structure or the reference.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: I announced it as a final

supplementary. I think we should get on with

another question. The member for Carleton

East.

BELLEVUE NURSING HOME
Ms. Gigantes: I have a question of the

Minister of Health. I would like to ask him

what provincial standards are supposed to

apply to a residence such as Bellevue Resi-

dence, in Orleans, and if information I am

receiving about Bellevue Residence, namely
that there has been no qualified cook on staff

over the last few weeks; that the residents are

being served sausages, blood pudding and

macaroni as a constant diet; that the septic

tank system has been broken for several

weeks; and that residents are being trans-

ferred to the Maclaren House Nursing Home,

perhaps to increase per diem rates available

to the operator of Bellevue Residence, Mr.

Steve Bordo, who also happens to own the

Maclaren home-
Mr. Speaker: Order, please. A question

please, thank you.

Ms. Gigantes: I would like to ask, Mr.

Speaker-

Interjections.
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Mr. Speaker: The hon. member, I think,

has given enough background material.

Would she please ask the question?

Ms. Cigantes: Yes, I would like to ask if

this kind of information is of concern to him
and what he'll do about it?

Mr. Roy: Sounds like the legislative dining
room.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Naturally, Mr. Speaker,
that series of allegations is of concern to me.
I'll ask Mr. Corder, the head of our inspec-
tion branch, to report on it.

Mr. Deans: Would the member get the

report?

Mr. Roy: Maybe you could send a cook
from the legislative dining room there.

Mr. Deans: May we find out what is in

the report?

AGRICULTURAL TRADE MISSIONS

Mr. McKessock: I have a question of the

Minister of Agriculture and Food. In view of

the fact that this fall the International Trade
Commission is planning a trade mission to

several European countries, and in view of

the fact that other provinces in Canada are

financially supporting their provincial Here-
ford association to send a delegate to this

mission, and in view of the fact that the min-
ister has received a request from the Ontario
Hereford Association for financial assistance

to send a delegate from Ontario, is the minis-

try going to oblige by assisting the Ontario
Hereford Association financially and thereby
encouraging the export sales of Ontario live-

stock?

Interjection.

Hon. W. Newman: In answer to the hon.
member's question, I do not recall getting the

letter, although I have a great deal of re-

spect for all the breed herds in the province
of Ontario—and the Herefords, since I keep
a few of them myself. But certainly we are

very interested in promoting abroad our On-
tario commodities and we will take care of
that. We will not be sending an individual
over.

Mr. Martel: More bull, Bill.

Mr. McKessock: Supplementary: In view
of the fact that the Hereford association wants
to send a delegation over—they don't want
the government to—but they need at least

$2,500 to do this and other provinces, such as
Alberta and Saskatchewan-

Mr. Speaker: Order. Is that not part of the
first question?

Mr. McKessock: —are giving far larger
amounts, would the minister consider at least

giving this amount to allow Ontario to pro-
mote their export sales as other provinces are

doing?

An hon. member: The Hereford breeders

can do it themselves.

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I am quite
sure the breed association could do it them-

selves, but since I have not seen the letter as

at this point in time, I will certainly give it

consideration.

CONTAMINATION OF FISH

Ms. Bryden: I have a question of the Min-
ister of the Environment. With regard to

the ministry's environmental health bulletin

of June 30 on mercury in fish in the Muskoka
lake area, which issues some warnings about

consumption of fish with excessive mercury
levels in five more Muskoka lakes in addition

to the three that were covered by an earlier

bulletin in February, what steps is the minis-

ter taking to publicize these warnings to the

cottagers and other visitors to these lakes at

this peak vacation time?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That press release went

out to the media, was sent to the tourist

association in the north, the hunting and

fishing association of the province-

Mr. Renwick: Cottage grapevine.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —and it was sent to the

weeklies in the area. It gets very wide

publicity.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: the bulletin

also refers to advice on consumption limits

to be issued by the occupational health

branch of the Ministry of Labour. Can the

minister tell us when this advice will be

available and how it will be publicized?

Hon. 'Mr. Kerr: That information will be

included not only in the bulletins from the

Ministry of Labour but also in the Ministry
of Health guidebook which is expected to be
out this month. We have that information

and it contains more detailed information

than the bulletins themselves. If anybody
asks for it, that's available as well.

INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL

Mr. G. I. Miller: I also have a question
for the Minister of the Environment. He is

well aware there is a problem of disposing
industrial liquid waste. I was wondering if

the minister has records of how much indus-

trial liquid waste is being produced in

Ontario at the present time, how much is

being recycled and what the capacity is of

the Tricil plant at Mississauga?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The hon. member gave me
some notice of this question, for which I
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thank him. There are about 40 million gallons

per year of industrial liquid waste generated

in the province. The Tricil plants—there are

two plants, one in Mississauga and the other

in Moore township—are handling approxi-

mately 25 million gallons of this. There's

also a plant m Hamilton; and of course

there's the industrial liquid waste sanitary

fill operation at the site at Beare Road.

As far as recycling is concerned, it is

difficult to give the hon. member an accurate

figure. About six companies are involved in

the general recycling of organic and inorganic
industrial liquid waste. It is being recycled
in the metalworking and finishing industries;

it is used for phosphorous removal in muni-

cipal plants; and the oil refining industry has

developed technology to reclaim spent caustic

soda, presently remarketing this reclaimed

material to the kraft pulping industry. The
reason we don't have an accurate estimate of

this is because recycled waste does not con-

stitute a disposal problem, therefore it hasn't

been entirely documented.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Supplementary: Does the

minister not feel that it is the responsibility
of the ministry itself to recycle, to take care

of the waste?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I don't think it is the

government's responsibility to build plants
to handle industrial liquid waste—if that is

the question.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Doesn't that

differ considerably from the position the

minister took in 1972, at which time he

said, I believe, that if private industry was
unable or unwilling to go ahead and provide
the recycling operations, the province would
move in? Why has it not moved in, since

it is obvious that private industry is unable
to do the job, though it may well be willing?

Hon. 'Mr. Kerr: They are not unable and

they are not unwilling. The fact is—if the

hon. member had listened to the answer I

just gave—both the Tricil plants are under

capacity at the present time, they can handle
more waste. It's a question of whether or
not this waste will be disposed on land or
whether it will be disposed in plants where
the cost to the haulers and to the companies
is higher.

Mr. Deans: What is the cost of the alter-

native to the public?

[3:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I realize that. The answer
is to make sure that we enforce our regula-
tions and make certain that the plants that

exist at the present time are being utilized by
the companies that are generating this waste.

One of the problems is the question of

distance. If you have a plant, for example
in Mississauga, and if you have another plant

very close, such as in Hamilton, because of

the lack of volume there isn't enough business

to keep both of them going. If the government
got involved in this business and competed
with private industry, private industry would

probably go out of business and we would
end up subsidizing disposal of industrial

waste.

Mr. Deans: So you would rather just dump
it.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Supplementary.
Mr. Speaker: No, that was the final supple-

mentary.

HUDAC PROGRAM
Mr. Breaugh: I'd like to ask the Minister

of Housing, because we're perhaps adjourning

shortly, to table either today or tomorrow
the information the cabinet used in deciding
to disburse $600,000 to the HUDAC deposit
fund to rescue those citizens in the Sher-

wood Properties development. I'd like to

ask him to table the information on which
that decision was made so that we may
understand how it was made. Secondly, I'd

like to ask him to make a slightly more
definitive statement as to when that deposit
fund will be extended and what the terms

of that will be.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I don't understand the

hon. member's question as to when the de-

posit fund will be extended. The fund has

been established, it is now a part of the

warranty program. As I indicated in a state-

ment yesterday, the Ministry of Consumer
and Commercial Relations will be working
with the board of the warranty program
to bring the continuation of that program
into being. I also mentioned in the state-

ment—and I trust the hon. member has a

copy of it—that there will be an increase

in the insurance premium, to continue that

fund to protect persons whose units have
been purchased prior to January 1, 1977,

when the warranty program came into being,
and whose deeds were not registered.

We realize that that is going to be a

declining number. It will be only those prior
to January 1, 1977; those after that auto-

matically fall into the regular program.
Mr. Breaugh: Supplementary: The minister

did not indicate whether he would or would
not table the information he presented to

cabinet upon which that decision was made.
Would he be good enough to explain to us

why he coughed up $600,000 without know-

ing how that money would be spent?
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I'll get what information

I can for the hon. member to make available

to him. I will give what I can to him be-

cause some of it was dealt with in cabinet

and is not necessarily going to be made
available.

Mr. Breaugh: I thought so.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: I'm sorry, what was
the latter part of the question?

Mr. Breaugh: Why did the minister cough
up $600,000 before he knew how the money
would be spent?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: We understood exactly
what the money was going to be spent for.

It was for the purpose of protecting those

persons who had purchased condominium
units prior to January 1, 1977, and whose
deeds had not been registered.

RONTO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
Mr. Sargent: I have a question for the pro-

vincial Treasurer. I am sorry to flog this, but
I have to get it off my mind. Last Tuesday I

asked the minister why he concealed from the
House the fact that he offered to secure a
$2 million! tax exemption for the Todghams—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think that's

imputing a motive which the hon. member
should withdraw. He may ask a proper ques-
tion after he withdraws this.

Mr. Sargent: My question is why he con-
cealed from the House that he had this knowl-
edge, yet the only way-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's an im-

proper motive to assess against anyone.
Mr. Sargent: Why he didn't reveal it then.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
member take his seat in the first place. The
hon. member is obviously imputing a motive
to another member of this House, and he
should withdraw that. If he hurries, we may
still get in his proper question. If he will

withdraw that imputation of motive then we
will carry on.

Mr. Sargent: I withdraw that, Mr. Speaker.
I say to the minister why did he not reveal to
the House the fact that he is quoted in the
Glebe and Mail as telling the Todghams that
he saw no problem in getting them a $2 mil-
lion exemption? Then on April 21 he wrote a
letter to Douglas Todgham and advised him
that the cabinet had now granted the exemp-
tion that d'ay. I ask him why he did not
reveal this fact to the House; that he set up
the exemption and did not tell the public
accounts committee and had to be subpoenaed
before a judicial inquiry so this information
would come out?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, my an-

swer is the same as it was on Tuesday. This

matter is before a judicial inquiry and I leave

it at that.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Mr. Sargent: I have a point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have a point of order?

Mr. Sargent: Yes, I do. Last Tuesday the

Treasurer told me he would debate this in

front of the television cameras outside. I

waited for 38 minutes and he didn't show up.
He hid behind the curtains.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That is not a

point of order. The hon. member will take

his seat.

An hon. member: He didn't say that at all.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: In speaking to the

point of order, I did not say any such thing.

Mr. Speaker: I declared there was no point
of order.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I have no intention

of debating this matter with the hon. mem-
ber. If the hon. member wants to repeat-

Mr. Sargent: You said you would. You are

a chicken.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If the hon. member
wants to repeat before the cameras the

charges and the innuendoes which he made in

this House he may do so and he will hear

from me then.

Mr. Sargent: Come on right out now and do

it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Sargent: When are you going to?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: You're on your own.

You're a big boy, go on your own.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Not together, you first.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: You are not fooling

around with Singer now.

Mr. Roy: The meeting is at dawn, choose

your weapons.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member for

Grey-Bruce retain his seat? The hon. member
for Victoria-Haliburton has a point, I believe.

QUESTIONS ON ORDER PAPER

Mr. Eakins: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point
of personal privilege. It follows the remarks

of the Premier that information from the

ministries is readily available to the members.

I would like to say that I have a question
on the order paper concerning Browndale,
which was first tabled) on March 31, as does

the hon. member for St. George (Mrs. Camp-
bell). The interim answer indicated that an



JULY 7, 1977 523

answer to my inquiry would be given but

did not specify When. I placed my question

on the table again on June 27 and it would

appear that the government intends to ignore

it. Will you rule on whether or not the gov-
ernment is circumventing the spirit or letter

of the new House rules?

Mr. Speaker: I will have to consider all of

the implications of that but, briefly, if the

question was placed again on—
Mr. Eakins: The 27th.

Mr. Speaker: —the 27th, I think there's a

period of time in which some interim answer

must be forthcoming, or a reason for not re-

sponding. The two weeks are about up, so

I'm sure the hon. minister, whichever one it

was, will be guided by that and your words

will be taken to heart. We'll expect an interim

response in the meantime.

Mr. Cunningham: Mr. Speaker, I too would

like to rise on a point of privilege in a similar

vein. I'd like to draw your attention to the

fact that I have now had on the order paper,

since March 31, a series of questions relating

to the operations of the Urban Transportation

Development Corporation; and while an

interim answer, indicating that more time was

required, was given in April, it would appear

now, sir, that the government has no intention

of answering these questions, which I again

tabled on June 27. I would ask you to rule

whether or not it is your opinion that the

government is thwarting the spirit of the new
rules of the House.

Mr. Speaker: I can't rule on that but I'm

sure that the hon. member's words will be

taken to heart. There are still a few more

days before the two weeks are up and I

would trust that the hon. minister, or at

least the appropriate ministry, will take

heed.

Hon. Mr. Welch: This is a new Parliament.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are having to research

it all over again.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please, it's very diffi-

cult to talk when there are so many inter-

jections.

Petitions.

Presenting reports.

MOTIONS
Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the first four

members having precedence in the ballot

for private members' public business shall be
authorized to file designated bills or resolu-

tions with the Clerk of the House on or

before Thursday, September 1, and the

Clerk is authorized to print and distribute

these bills as zero-zero bills to all recipients

of bills. The designated bills shall be intro-

duced on the first day after the summer re-

cess in the regular way by the members con-

cerned and shall be ordered for debate, not-

withstanding the provisions of sessional

order 36.

Motion agreed to.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved first reading of

Bill 47, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Motion agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY RETIREMENT
ALLOWANCES AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved first reading of

Bill 48, An Act to amend The Legislative
Retirement Allowances Act, 1973.

Motion agreed to.

MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved first reading
of Bill 49, An Act respecting Municipal
Elections.

Motion agreed to.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

Mr. Lawlor moved first reading of Bill

50, An Act to provide for Freedom of

Information.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lawlor: The purpose of this bill is

to provide members of the public with access

to government information. The bill is de-

signed to allow maximum accessibility to

government documents while at the same

time recognizing that it is in the public

interest that certain types of information not

be disclosed. Where a disagreement arises as

to whether or not certain information should

be disclosed, the bill provides a mechanism

for resolving the dispute.

CLASS ACTIONS ACT

Mr. Lawlor moved first reading of Bill

51, An Act to provide for Class Actions.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

this bill is to provide a statutory procedure

whereby one or more persons may sue a

defendant in the form of a class action. The

bill is designed to achieve this purpose by



524 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

permitting a person who wishes to sue on
behalf of a class to apply for a court order

authorizing the class action. Once the order

is obtained, the action proceeds as a class

action and the final judgement fines all mem-
bers of the class, except those who have been
excluded, as well as the parties to the action.

[3:301

OCCUPIERS' LIABILITY ACT
Mr. Lawlor moved first reading of Bill

52, An Act respecting Occupiers' Liability.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lawlor: The bill replaces the common
law as to an occupier's duty of care, replacing
the common law distinctions between duties

to invitees, licensees, trespassers and child

trespassers, with one common duty of care

applied to the circumstances of each case.

The bill is in the form recommended by the
Uniform Law Conference of Canada.

CONSUMER PROTECTION
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. B. Newman moved first reading of Bill

53, An Act to amend The Consumer Pro-
tection Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. B. Newman: This bill requires that

every product offered for sale by a retailer

that is marked with the universal product
code must also be clearly marked with its

individual purchase price. This would ensure
the rights of the consumer to the privilege
of comparison shopping by requiring indi-

vidual item pricing.

FAMILY BENEFITS
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Martel moved first reading of Bill 54,
An Act to amend The Family Benefits Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Martel: The purpose of the amend-
ment is to remove any reference to the sex
of the parent, thereby enabling either the
mother or the father of the child to be
eligible for benefits.

Mr. Speaker: Just before the orders of the
day, I would announce to the House that I
am today tabling copies of the allowances
paid to members for accommodation and
travel, legislative office expenses and con-
stituency office expenses for the fiscal year
1976-77.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
FARM PRODUCTS PAYMENTS ACT
Hon. W. Newman moved second reading

of Bill 45, An Act to amend The Farm
Products Payments Act.

Mr. Riddell: Needless to say, this bill is

long overdue, in light of the fact that there
have been a number of bankruptcies in the

processing industry over the last 10 years
which have lead to tremendous financial

losses to the farmers.

To be more specific, the livestock and

poultry producers, as well as the community
sales barns, have lost $425,000 over the last

10 years. Fruit and vegetable growers have
lost $770,000, and the dairy producers have
lost in the neighbourhood of $155,000. So

really it is time that this government did

something about protecting the farmers

against the risk of the marketplace.
This bill arises out of the financial pro-

tection task force report. As the Minister of

Agriculture and Food has stated, it will make
it possible for farm commodity groups to set

up producer and buyer commodity groups to

protect the producers from financial loss in

the case of bankruptcies in the agricultural

industry.
We recognize the Act as being permissive

legislation enabling the government to act by
regulation. This Act itself will not provide
the financial protection, and again it must be
done by regulation.

I repeat that it is inexcusable that the gov-
ernment has delayed for so long in bringing
this legislation forward. I think there is no

question that a farmer has the right to ex-

pect full payment for the products of his

labour. But in the past there have been in-

numerable instances where this has not been
the case. The financial protection task force

report details these losses and states that

losses to Ontario farmers attributed to bank-

ruptcies in the last 10 years have totalled

$1.35 million.

I'm happy to see that the minister has

finally seen fit to bring in legislation to en-

sure that farmers in this province are pro-
tected in these instances. But it's rather too

bad that we have to deal with important

pieces of legislation in such haste. The bill

was introduced yesterday. We're giving it

second reading today. I personally feel that

we must deal with it before this session of

the Legislature recesses—for very obvious

reasons. But certainly the farm organizations
have not had an opportunity to peruse the

bill and give us the benefit of any comments
which they wish to make on it.

Farmers must often operate on a principle
of trust in the sale of their products. It is

often very difficult for a farmer to evaluate

a buyer's ability to pay. This legislation can

go far in eliminating this risk, but as I have
stated it is only enabling legislation and I

would hope that the regulations pertaining
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to it are introduced quickly. I believe the

two major priorities which are both contained

in the enabling legislation and which require
immediate action are a requirement for

prompt payment and the licensing of pro-

cessors who purchase farm products.

As the task force report points out, the

longer the period between the transfer of

ownership and transfer of funds, the greater

the risk of financial default. I would agree
that the period of payment would vary with

the commodity, but there are very few

areas, as the task force report points out,

where the period cannot be reduced for the

purpose of improving financial security for

farmers without imposing any undue hard-

ship on buyers.
We support the concept of this legislation,

which can go far in helping to protect our

farmers from undue losses. But we can only

regret that it has taken this government so

long in bringing this type of legislation for-

ward.

I did appreciate the opportunity to discuss

this bill with the minister early this morning.
My colleague from York South (Mr. Mac-
Donald) and I were invited to the minister's

office to talk it over with the legal counsel

there and the minister. The meeting was at

8:30 this morning. That's typical of the early
hour that we farmers manage to get started—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Eight-thirty? You think

that's early?

Mr. Renwick: I have three hours' work in

by that time.

Mr. Riddell: I guess I can include the

member for York South in that as well.

Mr. MacDonald: The urban farmer was
on time. The rural farmer was late.

Mr. Riddell: But since talking to the

minister I did have occasion to speak to the

president of the Ontario Federation of Agri-
culture and from the vague knowledge that

he had about the bill and from my explana-
tion of it, he said that certainly as far as he
is concerned the federation supports the con-

cept of the bill, recognizing of course that

it is enabling legislation. He did indicate

that he would have liked to have received

more specific information on it but realized

that each commodity group would be differ-

ent, that is pertaining to crop payment
times, and so on.

Some of the questions he had in his mind
concerned levels at which commodities are

to be covered. The minister indicated this

morning in our discussions with him that he
was going to pretty well leave that to the

different commodity groups. I believe he

stated he wouldn't like to see the level ex-

ceed 80 per cent.

In my opinion, and I believe Mr. Hannan

agrees with me, we should endeavour to get

a commitment that would even reach the 90

per cent level; I don't think 90 per cent is

unrealistic. I know what the minister's think-

ing is. He feels we might run into some

slipshod businesses if we were to guarantee
too high a level. I would like to know what
his comment is on 90 per cent coverage.

Section 5(4) of The Farm Products Pay-
ments Act states that a board may pay into

the consolidated revenue funds any surplus

moneys in its fund that are not necessary
for the current requirements of the board.

My question in this connection always has

been why should the funds go back into

the consolidated revenue fund? Why not

leave these funds in the commodity fund?

This would then enable us to reduce the

premiums the producers or the processors
would have to pay.
Once again, I simply want to reiterate

that we support this legislation. I hope we
will go forward with the regulations in due

haste, in light of recent events and the

financial difficulties some of the processors

and packing plants are facing today.

Mr. MacDonald: Last week I asked the

minister a question as to whether or not

he was contemplating bringing in legislation

to provide farmers with the guarantee that

they weren't going to suffer losses through
the bankruptcy of those to whom they had

sold their product. He indicated that that

was in the mill, so to speak, and he hoped
to have it introduced before this session was

over. Obviously, therefore, I welcome this

legislation.

Indeed I not only welcome it but with a

degree of concern I urge that the House

give it passage immediately, because quite

frankly I think we would be neglecting our

duty if we didn't pass this bill and have it

in effect before we leave for a summer
recess.

There is one small packing house or pro-

cessor that has gone bankrupt in very recent

days, fortunately, I am informed, with no

losses to the farmers. There is another one

that is allegedly in difficulties. That kind of

situation is surely enough of a warning that

we move before a few more horses escape

from the barn, so to speak. I welcome the

introduction of the bill and on behalf of the

New Democratic Party I indicate to the

minister that we will be willing to support it.

The principle of the bill is a fairly straight-

forward one. It provides enabling legislation
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for each commodity group to move in and,

in conjunction with the buyers of that com-

modity, provide the necessary moneys for

establishing a fund. The government is go-

ing to provide seed moneys of up to $25,000,

depending on the size of the commodity

sales, in order to get this kind of process

in operation as quickly as possible.

One of the basic moves that makes all of

this effective, in the view of the agricultural

community, is that the government is going
to license dealers, license those who are

involved in this process, and therefore will

have some control over the situation. If

some individual involved is not living up to

the Act, there is a very simple way of

coping with the situation; he just becomes

unlicensed, loses his licence and therefore

you have protected the farmer from any
further operations by a person whose finan-

cial security is in question.

[3:45]

There is one aspect of the bill, Mr. Speaker,

that in general terms concerns me. That is

that generally speaking I am not in favour

of biHs that resort so widely, so extensively,

to the use of regulations. However, in this

instance I think it is perhaps much more

justified than might normally be the case.

Here once again we face a well known
fact in the agricultural community; that is

that you have such a fantastic diversity, not

only in the number of products that are

going to be marketed but in the condition in

relation to each one of those products. There-

fore, the only way in which one can cope

effectively and realistically with those dif-

fering conditions is through regulations that

will make it possible for each one of the

commodity groups with supervision by the

government through the Act, to cope with

those varying situations.

As I've indicated, the government is going
to be putting in seed money up to $25,000
to get each one of these funds in operation,
but the remainder of the moneys are going
to be raised through a fee which will be
levied on the producer and on the buyer
of the product. In the first instance, the de-
cision with regard to this, as well as to many
other things, is going to be left to negotia-
tions between the commodity group and
others with whom they are going to be

dealing. There is always the possibility that
the packing houses, for example, are going to

object to the levying of any fee, as hap-
pened in years gone by when a comparable
kind of approach was made in the milk

industry. The Act therefore gives the gov-
ernment the residual power to fix a fee if

there is not an agreement voluntarily enter-

ed into between the sellers and the buyers.

That, I think, is necessary, because obviously
there may be circumstances in which the

negotiations will go on so long as to frustrate

the whole objective of the Act.

I just want to add a word about the limits

of liability that the hon. member for Huron-
Middlesex (Mr. Riddell) referred to. That is,

once again, going to be spelled out in the

regulations. The amendment here is an
amendment to section 8 of the original Act,
and section 8 deals with regulations. It gives
the minister power for, to quote it exactly,

"limiting the amounts that may be paid out of

a fund to any producer or class thereof, or

respecting any dealer or class thereof."

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, if the min-

ister has some indication as to what the

limits are going to be, that it is only fair

that that should be indicated publicly; either

in a statement in the House, or perhaps even

more preferably in the regulations. There

may be varying levels in some instances

in which some commodities would want a

higher level than another. They are going to

negotiate and they have the right to make
that negotiation, but it seems to me that it

is only, well, common sense if I may put it

that bluntly, to indicate something about the

parameters the minister is willing to tolerate.

After all, it would be rather foolish to per-

mit negotiations in the acceptance of a

figure and then have the minister, after the

event, intervene and in effect indicate his

displeasure and rescind or overrule what has

been done.

On the prompt payment aspect of it I

was interested, in speaking to a number of

farm groups, and particularly having the

benefit of a recent visit from the Cattlemen's

Association, to learn from them that they felt

that licensing was the first step that was

required and prompt payment the next step.

In many instances these steps would meet

the greater part of the problem. Once again,

prompt payment is going to be a matter

subject to regulation by each of the individual

funds set up by commodity groups, because

of the fact that in some instances "prompt"
has a different definition. The Cattlemen's

Association, for instance, when they were

meeting with us, defined "prompt" payment
as being within 48 hours, which limits the

time in which a farmer would possibly be

losing the value of the cattle they had sold.

In other instances, for example dealing with

tender fruit, "prompt" payment would have

a far different definition because the farmer

is not interested, and hasn't operated on the
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basis of seeking a payment within, say a 48-

hour period. But once again, it seems to

me that "prompt" payment tied in with

the licensing is getting at much of the

problem. The fund is just to catch the residue

of other failures that may have emerged.
One could go on, I suppose, at considerable

length, talking about principles that flow from
the many details in this bill. I'm not going to

do so this afternoon because I think no par-
ticular purpose is going to be served. The
food producers of the province of Ontario
have lived with many hazards, both in the

production and the marketing of their food.

I would join with the hon. member for

Huron-Middlesex in saying that it's a little

overdue, but welcome nonetheless, that this

hazard is going to be eliminated. At least

when the food producer has sold his product
and sold it in good faith he is not going to

face the prospect of not getting the money
he's entitled to because of the bankruptcy of

the firm to which he has sold that product.

Mr. Gaunt: I want to make a few brief

comments with respect to this bill. I along
with the other two members who have spoken,

certainly endorse wholeheartedly the principle
of the bill. I think that it's long overdue, and
it's certainly a welcome feature of this par-
ticular legislative session that the minister has
seen fit to bring it in at this time, albeit right
at the end of the session.

During the election campaign which we
recently endured, I had occasion in two in-

stances to talk about the need for such legis-

lation, and I did so against the background of

having undergone and suffered with a number
of producers who were hurt very severely
when Essex Packers defaulted and went into

receivership. We had some farmers in our
area who were hurt badly. One in particular,
I believe, ultimately went into bankruptcy
because of it. He suffered!, a severe loss,

something in the neighbourhood of $20,000,
which was really the straw that broke the

camel's back.

When we were in discussion on one occa-

sion—this was at an all-candidates meeting—
the matter of prompt payment arose. We had
a discussion at that time on how an Act would
work with respect to prompt payment. Under
the conditions as set out in this legislation—I

believe we were talking about beef—the On-
tario Cattlemen's Association would operate
the fund, and the regulations the minister

would draw up would pertain to the market-

ing of beef and prompt payment with respect
to beef. The point I want to make is: If

prompt payment is required on the part of a

packing house where a farmer sells cattle

directly to the plant, then to be fair the

prompt payment would also have to be a

requirement of the legislation insofar as the

chain store is concerned1—the chain store, to

the packing plant, to the farmer. Unless that

requirement is built into the legislation there's

a possibility that it would put packing firms

in a very difficult position, because they are

not in a position to require prompt payment
from the chain store which buys from the

packing plant.

If the packing plant has to pay the farmer

within 48 hours, as the Ontario Cattlemen's

Association has recommended—or in the case

of a weekend the following working day. I

believe; if the cattle were shipped on the

Friday then payment would be required the

following Monday—if that is the case with the

packing firm, is there going to be any regula-

tion having to do with prompt payment by
the chain store which happens to buy that

meat from the packing plant? If not, then I

suggest to the minister that this legislation

will effectively cut out direct sales from the

farmer to the packing plant, because the

packing plant really won't want to take the

chance of operating under the requirement to

pay the farmer within the 48 hours and then

assume the risk of not being paid by the

buyer of their meat for perhaps two, three or

four weeks.

Perhaps the ministry has given some thought

to that and maybe the regulations will cover

tli at problem. I raise it with the minister be-

cause I haven't had any indication that that

problem would be dealt with and I wonder if

any thought has been given to it.

In summary, I certainly support whole-

heartedly the principles of the bill in the

terms outlined by my colleague from Huron-

Middlesex and my friend from York South. I

endorse it. I support it wholeheartedly and

its just unfortunate we didn't have it much

sooner.

Hon. W. Newman: I appreciate the com-

ments from my friends across the way, Mr.

Speaker. I would just like to point out that

as a result of the problems we ran into way

back with Essex Packers, and as a result

of being unable at that point in time to get

any amendments to The Bank Act, I set up

a financial protection task force to look into

ways and means of trying to protect the

producers from bankruptcy. Even though

only $70 in every $1 million of sales was lost

over the last 10 years, and that may not

sound like a lot of money, it severely hurt

the individuals who were actually affected,

which was pointed out by the member for

Huron-Bruce, who said that an individual

could be hurt very severely.
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As a result of that task force, which was

set up not too long ago, and as a result of

their recommendations, we have this legisla-

tion before us today. As for the regulations

we were talking about, I think it is very

important to leave it open for the various

commodity groups we have, because each

commodity group probably will want to

operate on a little different basis as far as the

time-frame for prompt payment is concerned.

The hon. member asked me at what level

the payout should be. I would like to indi-

cate that I would want to consult with each

commodity group as to what the level of

payout should be. It could vary from com-

modity to commodity, but I would think it

could be between 65 per cent and 90 per
cent depending on the commodity. I have a

lot of respect for our commodity groups;

they are self-elected people in their own
area of interest, so they have a pretty good
idea of how they feel it should work. We
want to leave that open to negotiation.

I talked to the president of the Federation
of Agriculture as late as 1:50 p.m. today—
and I do apologize for being a little late in

getting this bill in. It is a matter that has to

go through the due process, and I am very
thankful I was able to get it brought in. I

also appreciate the co-operation of the other

two parties in letting me bring this forward,
because I think it's important that we pro-
ceed with our negotiations with the various

commodity groups now so we can get the

regulations in place.

One of the things the hon. member
talked about was prompt payment as well as

licensing; and, yes, I met with the Ontario

Cattlemen's Association last week also, I

also think that a fund should be built up
in each commodity group. As the hon. mem-
ber knows, of course, the fund can build up
to a certain level and, when it reaches that

desired level, then there can no longer be

any payments by the producers or by the

processors.

There were one or two questions that were

brought up by the member for Huron-

Middlesex; I think I've covered them. The
level of coverage, as I have said, would be
somewhere between 65 per cent and 90 per

cent, depending on the commodity.

[4:00]

As far as the consolidated revenue fund
is concerned, which he mentioned we would

administer, as he well knows, the fund for

the various commodity groups; and yes, the

money would be in the consolidated revenue

fund, but I believe the consolidated revenue

fund would be paying interest on that

particular fund.

The member for York South brought up,

basically, some of the same ideas. On the

$25,000 seed money; yes, this is to en-

courage the commodity boards to get into it.

One thing that hasn't been mentioned, there

is an interest-free loan provision in this

bill, that until the necessary funds are built

up to the acceptable levels by the commod-

ity boards there would be loans made avail-

able from the consolidated revenue fund of

up to $250,000 to deal with any particular

bankruptcy that may occur before the funds

are built up.

The member for Huron-Bruce brought up
another situation which we have considered

but is not in this bill. That is the prompt
payment, as he says from the chain store

back to the packing plants. This bill is de-

signed to protect the producers of the

province. When we get into that next sphere,
we're also into the area of responsibility o c

the Ministry of Consumer and Commercial

Relations, and in order to get this bill under

way, certainly that would not come under

my jurisdiction. This bill is primarily set up
to deal with the producers in this province.
I'm hopeful that we can move forward fairly

quickly with the regulations of the various

groups once we can get this bill passed,
because I think it's very important. I don't

apologize for the delay. I think since I've

been in the ministry we've set up this task

force and we have brought in the report.
We've tried repeatedly for many years to

get The Bank Act changed to make farmers

primary creditors and, to this point in time

we have been unable to do that; thus we're

bringing forward this legislation which is

a vehicle to build on with regulations for

the various commodity groups.
I do appreciate the members' feeling on

the bill, Mr. Speaker. I think it's a good bill,

and hopefully we can get it sorted out before

we leave here.

Mr. Sargent: I wonder if the minister

would answer a question? I'm sorry I was
late getting back in.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Would you make the

question very brief?

Mr. Sargent: I have heard three of my
colleagues speak on this. In view of the fact

that Essex Packers had a $23,000 cheque for

a young chap which he never collected—they
forced him into bankruptcy and he's lost

everything—is there any way the minister can

make this reciprocal? Or retroactive, I'm

sorry.
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Hon. W. Newman: No, it cannot be made
retroactive. This bill will take effect from the

day it receives royal assent. Nobody is more

concerned about some of those producers

who took a beating. I know, I have a list of

them. Once we get this regulation in place,

this sort of thing will not happen.

Mr. Sargent: May I have a supplementary,

again?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I'm sorry, no. The
motion is for second reading of Bill 45. Is it

the pleasure of the House the motion carry?

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Shall this bill be

ordered for third reading?

Agreed.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion: Bill 45, An Act to amend The
Farm Products Payments Act.

MINISTRY OF NORTHERN AFFAIRS ACT
(continued)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on
the motion for second reading of Bill 21, An
Act to establish the Ministry of Northern

Affairs.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I believe the member
for Nickel Belt was prepared with his re-

marks.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

shall, with a great deal of self-discipline, re-

strain myself in both the length of time—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Oh don't do that, don't

disappoint me.

Mr. Laughren: —and the heat of my argu-
ments.

I thought that the member for London
Centre (Mr. Peterson) made a good point in

his remarks when he talked about the intro-

duction of this bill being a signal that the

government had failed in so many other areas

in northern Ontario, because as I read

through the bill I don't see a single thing
in this bill that could not be done by exist-

ing ministries. That is why we, in this caucus,

looked long and hard at the bill, and even
had some spirited discussions about this bill

to establish a Ministry of Northern Affairs.

We don't make these decisions lighdy, Mr.

Speaker. I am sure the minister realizes that.

We had to be very careful that this bill

would not be a window-dressing bill and
used as an election ploy in the recent pro-
vincial election.

Mr. Sargent: They are going to make him
Premier of Northern Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We will accept respon-

sibility.

Mr. Laughren: And yes, you certainly will

accept responsibility.

An lion, member: You should.

Mr. Laughren: The minister will, that's

correct. He will accept responsibility for what
he continues not to do in northern Ontario.

He will have no options over that.

I want to tell you something, Mr. Speaker.
Last night during the debate the minister-

elect of northern affairs continually referred

to the seats the government had gained in

northern Ontario. I want to tell you that if

the minister thinks those victories were a

blanket endorsation of government policy in

northern Ontario, he is going to have a rude

awakening in the months and the years to

come. Because, Mr. Speaker, this bill is the

kind of thing that raises the expectations of

people in northern Ontario and when the

minister doesn't meet those expectations,
which he has caused to rise, then he is going
to be in real trouble in northern Ontario,

even more than he is at the present time.

An hon. member: Right on.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Thirty-four years, boy.

Mr. Laughren: And I would remind the

minister that the proportion of seats that the

government holds in the north is nothing that

it should be proud of as the government of

this province.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You would love to have

a majority.

Mr. Laughren: Well, we would love to

have a majority government-

Mr. Martel: You would love to have a

majority too, Leo.

Mr. Laughren: You would too.

Mr. Mackenzie: As a matter of fact, that's

the only reason you called the election and

it didn't work.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Nice try.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

addtess myself to a couple of possibilities that

this bill offers to the Minister of Northern

Affairs and I hope that he will listen care-

fully.

I think there are two areas in which we
in northern Ontario feel there are very serious

problems. One is the provision or delivery of

services to people; the other is economic

development. The two are related. We make
a serious mistake—and I think this is where

the government has failed in the past; they
have tended to regard the two as two sepa-

rate worlds and surely there's the relation-

ship, or at least should be, between economic
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development and the provision or delivery of

services to people.
In the delivery of services, once again we

have two different kinds of problems. One is

delivery of services in/ the established com-
munities—such as Sudbury, or North Bay, or

Thunder Bay, or Sault Ste. Marie and so forth

—and you have the small unorganized com-
munities in northern Ontario.

When we talk about the builtup areas like

Sudbury, it's an indication that something is

wrong when we have a region as rich in re-

sources as the Sudbury region with a $30 mil-

lion backlog in services. This is services to

existing communities. I am not talking about

laying sewer and water lines in the ground in

the York-Durham region the way they have

done, but to established communities.

The Minister of Northern Affairs simply
must address himself to that problem. We
have today in the Sudbury area people who
in the wintertime melt snow in order to have
water to drink and to wash with and in the

summertime haul water in from a fire hydrant.
It is a pretty sad commentary that in estab-

lished communities in northern Ontario, in

communities as rich as the regional munic-

ipality of Sudbury—and that's within the

regional municipality of Sudbury—we have a

$30 million backlog of services and at the

same time $130 million debt that has been
assumed by the region.
The minister is simply going to have to

investigate what it is that allowed that to

happen in an area that's created so much
wealth for the people of Ontario, all over

Ontario. Also he should talk to the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) and to the Minister of

Revenue (Mrs. Scrivener) about assessment

policies, because what's happening in places
like Sudbury, in a resource-based community
with mining installations within its borders, is

that there's very little relationship between

capital investment in the community and
assessment revenues.

That has simply got to change. We can no

longer have, as we have had in the last few

years, over $1 billion of assessment come into

the Sudbury area in about a five-year period,
and yet have the debt increasing while that's

happening so there's almost an inverse re-

lationship between capital investment and the

assessment that is available to the municipality
for taxing purposes.
One reason for that is the way the mining

industry is taxed so that there is very little

left in the form of buildings that are of sub-
stantial value that can be taxed. The minister

simply has to convince his cabinet colleagues
that there are other ways of assessing the

mining industry. They have done it other

ways in British Columbia, in Manitoba and
in Alberta. It can be done here, but it is

going to take a great deal of pressure from
the Minister of Northern Affairs.

The Treasurer has been told this and the

Minister of Revenue has been told this many
times. International Nickel in the Sudbury
area has said let us pay more of our revenues
to the local area. I hope the minister will lean

on his colleagues to see if that can be ac-

complished.
On the whole question of jobs in northern

Ontario, at this time, in the latest figures I

saw, northeastern Ontario had the highest

unemployment rate of any region in Ontario.

This is an area that is very rich in resources.

The northeastern part is the resource heart of

all of Ontario, and here we have a very un-

acceptable unemployment level. We don't

have to look very far to see that.

We know that productivity in both the

mining and the lumbering industries has in-

creased substantially, the minister knows this.

The tons of ore produced per employee has

gone up dramatically in the last 10 years by
making the industry more capital intensive.

The same applies to the lumbering industry.

While there is nothing wrong with making an

industry capital intensive, at the same time

we must develop some kind of economic

policy that will provide alternative employ-
ment for those people; and that's not hap-

pening now. The minister and his colleagues

have simply done nothing to encourage the

further processing of our resources in the

north. As a matter of fact, this is what bothers

mc so much. This is the same minister who
in December, 1975, granted Falconbridge an
indefinite extension of their right to ship

nickel to Norway for further processing and,

as though to compound the injury, to write off

those processing costs against their Ontario

operations.

Mr. Warner: Absolutely shameful.

Mr. Laughren: That's still going on. Fal-

conbridge is not a penurious little struggling
local enterprise. It is part of a large multi-

national conglomerate. They have been in

the Sudbury basin for 45 years and have had

every opportunity to build a refinery and

process nickel there. The government makes
the problem worse. This is what is bother-

ing me. We simply have to look to the

minister to turn those policies around. We
are bothered because they were his policies

to start with. He is going to have to admit

he was wrong and change some of those

policies. I don't know if he is big enough
to do that, quite frankly.

Mr. Martel: And they expand in Norway.
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Mr. Laughren: Yes, that's correct. They
expand their refinery in Norway.

Mr. Warner: Cleanse your soul by resign-

ing. It will make you feel better.

Mr. Laughren: We are not dealing in a

closed economy any more. The multinational

resources corporations wheel and deal all

around the world. If they can hold up the

minister for ransom, they will do it. We
simply must have the resolve collectively to

resist that. We believe it can be done.

Just before I leave that, there is no better

example of what this government allows to

happen than what happened in the riding

of Timiskaming, in the small town of Ma-
tachewan, when the United Abestos plant
closed. When I hear this minister, along with

the member for Timiskaming (Mr. Havrot),

blaming the New Democratic Party for clos-

ing the United Asbestos mine, I think that

politics has reached a new and lower level.

That's a shabby kind of politics. The
member for Timiskaming promised during
the campaign that he would see that that

mine was reopened. When I asked the Pre-

mier today that very question, he avoided

it entirely, because you know and I know
he has no intentions of opening that mine.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The local people spoke
on June 9.

Mr. Laughren: Don't give me that. We
are talking about the principle of telling

the truth. That's what we are talking about,
and you are not telling it when you imply
to the people that that mine will be reopen-
ed. That's not telling them the truth. Why
don't you talk to the member for Timiska-

ming and tell him that?

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, the

interjections are out of order. Will the hon.

member continue his debate without any
interjections from the minister or other hon.

members?

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
It is good to have an ally.

I would just pursue that one bit further

because it is one of the problems that this

bill doesn't address itself to, which is an
indirect way of saying I am still speaking to

the principle of the bill. It's simply not right.
I talked about raising people's expectations,
and that's what the minister and the member
for Timiskaming are doing when they talk

about reopening a mine, when they are not

prepared to go in there with public money
and take part of the action in the form of

an equity position in that company. The
government is not prepared to do that. You

and I know, Mr. Speaker, that that mine
was closed because it was over-capitalized,
and the Mercantile Bank is the first one to

admit that.

I would like to hear the minister's re-

sponse to that particular part of my remarks,
because I think it is time the people of

Timiskaming were told the truth. I would
like to hear them told the truth on this

particular issue. It would be very interesting

to see whether or not the government is pre-

pared to do that—

[4:15]

Mr. Warner: The government never—

Mr. Laughren: —or whether it is going to

continue to, shall I say, fudge the issue.

I'll be very interested in hearing the minis-

ter's response.
Now I'd like to speak briefly about the

small unorganized communities in the north,

Mr. Speaker. I know the Speaker has a con-

siderable interest in them as well. A couple
of years ago there was a bill introduced by
the Treasurer, but it was this minister who

shepherded the bill through the cabinet.

Mr. Martel: Railroaded.

Mr. Laughren: Railroaded, yes. And Bill

102 was a bill to recognize councils or com-

munity organizations in the small commu-
nities of northern Ontario that have no

municipal stature at all.

The government established a couple of

civil servants who tripped all across northern

Ontario and held meetings in all of those

communities. They found out that the prob-

lems were so enormous and the costs to

rectify the problems so high, that they let

the bill die on the order paper. To this day,
small unorganized communities have no

normal route through which provincial funds

are transferred into their communities.

Mr. Warner: It is unorganized government.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, can you

imagine the community that you represent

existing without provincial grants? The people

in organized communities don't seem to

understand that very often—

Mr. Sargent: That's one guy that's loaded

up there.

Mr. Laughren: Well, he wouldn't be with-

out provincial grants to his municipality.

And to this day—last night, I almost stood

up on a point of order. I almost accused

the minister of misleading the House, but

I didn't.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Almost.

Mr. Laughren: I restrained myself.

Mr. Martel: Unlike you.
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Mr. Laughren: Because the minister im-

plied—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You mislead the House.

I bring it to order.

Mr. Laughren: The minister implied last

night that there were funds available for

fire protection for the unorganized communi-
ties. That was a—he really did mislead us.

You know why? Because there are some
funds available for some communities-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will not accuse another hon.
member of misleading the House, and I

would ask him to withdraw that remark.

Mr. Martel: You didn't do that the other

night to the Minister of Revenue (Mrs.
Scrivener). You play a funny game, Mr.

Speaker.

(Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, I don't know.
It may not have been deliberate. But he
sure id mislead the House. Well, it's true.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: On a point of order.

Mr. Breaugh: Are you going to do it

again?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I cannot let this slide

without commenting. I said last night that

there were funds available to the unorganized
communities for fire protection.

Mr. Martel: Some.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There is. It is available.

Before the end of March this year alone, we
disbursed to those unorganized communities
over $230,000 for the sole purpose of buying
firefighting equipment, be it portable pumps,
be it hoses, be it the erection of a fire station

—all the things that relate to fire protection
in unorganized areas.

If the hon. member has an unorganized
community in his riding that's within the
terms of reference of the Isolated Commun-
ities Assistance Fund and needs fire protec-
tion equipment, then I'd like to hear from
him.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. That
wasn't really a point of order. I would ask
the hon. member to continue his debate and
then the minister can respond at the end of
the debate on second reading.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The minister is handing us out-

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, point of order.

Mr. Acting Speaker: State your point of
order.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, you had asked
the member to withdraw his statement that
he made with regard to the minister before

he continued. He has not withdrawn that

statement and he hasn't complied with your
instructions, Mr. Speaker.

(Mr. Germa: Are you in the chair?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I have
understood the hon. member to say that he
was withdrawing it. Perhaps I wasn't listen-

ing closely.

Mr. Laughren: On the contrary, Mr. Speak-
er, the hon. member wasn't listening closely.

What the minister has told us is total non-
sense.

Mr. Gregory: Did you withdraw your
comment?

Mr. Laughren: Let the member tell me
then. Let him stand in his place, because
I'll yield the floor to him. Let him stand in

his place and tell me that there is fire

assistance available for all unorganized com-
munities that need it. Let him tell me that.

Mr. Pope: That isn't what you accused
him of. You said there is no money.

lMr. Laughren: There is no program for

firefighting protection in unorganized com-
munities. And, as a matter of fact, the pro-
gram to provide assistance in the purchase of

smoke detectors was an insult.

Mr. Pope: Don't start weaseling out of

what you said.

Mr. Laughren: Never, never.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: On a point of clarifi-

cation. The Isolated Communities Assistance

Fund was set up to assist unorganized com-

munities, to assist them all.

Mr. Pope: He said none.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I met with the UCANO
group-with UCANO East and UCANO
West. We have been given $250,000 in the

last quarter of 1976-77.

Mr. Martel: That isn't even enough to buy
the pails for them.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In 1977-78 we have
$500,000 to give out to the unorganized com-
munities. We went to UCANO, and we said

how should this be spent, and we agreed
that the top priority would be fire protection
in the form of smoke detectors which they
would handle. The next phase of that pro-
gram will be fire extinguishers on the same
idea, and we have also dispersed direct

grants-

Mr. Martel: Fire trucks?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes.

Mr. Martel: Yes, two of them.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, I would be glad to

get the hon. member a list of the equipment
we have sent out. I will get him a list of the
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various communities we have assisted where
there is a nucleus of a community organiza-
tion. That is all we need. The application

forms are there; they are very simple to fill

out. In fact UCANO will help those people
fill out the application forms, and we respond

very quickly.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, perhaps
the hon. member would continue. Now that

the record has been corrected on a point of

order we can continue the debate and the

hon. minister can respond at the end of

second reading.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The fact still remains that to obtain assist-

ance for fire protection in unorganized com-
munities there is no automatic route to

follow. There is no guarantee that any un-

organized community will receive assistance

for fire protection. There is no guarantee of

that. But I am glad to hear the minister

making some of the statements he is making
today, because that means that the applica-
tions will roll in. I would be interested in

receiving that list and comparing the list by
riding.

The other thing is, of course, that fire pro-
tection is only one dimension of the problem.
There is the whole question of health care,

the delivery of health services in the small

communities. That is sadly lacking, as are

recreational facilities, as well. I think the

minister understands the problems in the

small unorganized communities. Perhaps he
has been restricted by lack of funds in the

past. I hope that will change. I emphasize, as

strongly as I can, that what the small com-
munities are asking for, and in some cases

receiving, is nothing more than people in or-

ganized communities have received for years
and years.

Those small communities aided in the de-

velopment of this province, and they were
very conveniently used in those days. Now,
when their importance is declining in the

overall economic scheme of things—now that

the railroads aren't being used to develop
the province and so forth—they are very
quickly forgotten by this government. There
needs to be an infusion of funds in there.

And I really do emphasize that it is nothing
more than the organized communities have

just taken for granted. The small communities
have a right to those funds.

The only other major thing I want to talk

about is the whole question of the economic

development of not just specific communities
but all of northern Ontario. Certainly, the

Sudbury and District Chamber of Commerce
zeroed in on the problem very neatly in a

document entitled1 The Profile of Failure.

This was a response prepared for the Ministry
of Treasury, Economics and Intergovern-
mental Affairs by the Sudbury and District

Chamber of Commerce. And keep in mind,
would you, that the Sudbury and District

Chamber of Commerce has traditionally been
a very strong ally of the government, and it's

quite something for them to come to this

position.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Who wrote the brief?

Mr. Martel: They never accepted my mem-
bership.

Mr. Laughren: I want to tell you something
—it wasn't the New Democrats who had any
say in this. Although, I would say that it is

simply amazing what publicity the Sudbury
Chamber of Commerce gets when it starts

saying things that we in this chamber have
been saying for 10 years. It is very gratify-

ing, actually, to have a group—an august
group such as the Sudbury and District

Chamber of Commerce—come around to this

point of view.

I would like to give you a couple of quotes,
Mr. Speaker, because I know that you repre-
sent an area that flirts with the north and
that you would be interested in this. This is

the chamber of commerce's overview of the

problem. They are referring to the north-

eastern Ontario regional strategy which was
the government's plan. They say:

"The northeastern Ontario regional strategy
is devoid of any strategy of development,
physical, economic or social. It represents the

pinnacle of intellectual bankruptcy of the

southern establishment in even analyzing the

problems of the north, let alone dealing with
them effectively. The only way to deal with
a northeastern Ontario regional strategy is

to let it terminate as an expensive receptacle
of dust until it glides gracefuly or otherwise

into oblivion. The fundamental problem with

northeastern Ontario regional strategy can be
summed up as the troika of nos—no strategy,

no analysis and no programs—and, therefore,

no use."

Those are strong words for the Sudbury
Chamber of Commerce. For any chamber of

commerce, those are strong words. I give

them credit for coming out foursquare and

talking about development the way it needs

to be talked about and talking to the minis-

ter in a language that perhaps he can under-

stand. He understands those strong words,

being a northerner, and I hope he will take

them to heart.

The chamber went on and said many
things. They said ,for example: "On careful

evaluation one has to conclude that the

northeastern regional strategy views the north

as a supplier of raw materials for the Golden
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Horseshoe and as a market for its manu-
factured goods and services."

Mr. Martel: It sounds like the Thoman
plan.

Mr. Laughren: And further the chamber

says: "In the absence of any meaningful

strategy of development, the northeastern On-
tario regional strategy has to be labelled as

a textbook case of an upper class welfare

project."
I hope the minister takes that to heart be-

cause he talks about providing increased

grants. All the time it's grants, it's never de-

velopment and it's never growth for northern

Ontario. It's never directing economic growth
to the north, it's always grants. It's reached
the point where the communities up there

are dependent upon the provincial grants for

their very existence. That's in the short term
because they have no alternatives. The gov-
ernment could very well create much more
growth in the north than it is. The Falcon-

bridge exemption was a classic example. That
didn't create any jobs—none at all. As a
matter of fact, it's exporting jobs.

Mr. Martel: Five hundred were laid off.

Mr. Laughren: We've got to create new
wealth in the north, not just change around
what is already there. The minister has a

major responsibility to do that. And I hope he
will.

Interjections.

Mr. Laughren: The northeastern Ontario

regional strategy had some valid objectives.
There was nothing wrong with the objectives
as they laid them out to the Treasury depart-
ment. They said these are the objectives:

greater stability, increased diversity, improved
productivity and increased employment. Those
are the four major economic objectives and
there is nothing wrong with those. But when
the northeastern Ontario regional strategy

brought forth its analysis, it was simply child-

ish. What better way to put it than the
chamber did about an upper-class welfare

project? That's the land of abysmal analysis
that's done for northern Ontario.

The chamber itself didn't stop by just criti-

cising; it offered some recommendations. I

would like to tell you, Mr. Speaker, what the
chamber recommended and this ministry could

play a major role in this. They recommended
aid from the province to lagging regions such
as the northeast; that means involvement in

the economy. Further, the province should
focus on regional economic development
through creation of new employment and use

existing policies and programs to upgrade the
human resources. Also the province should

vigorously move in the direction of the re-

location of jobs away from the Golden Horse-
shoe.

There's one the minister can chew on. The
Treasurer had the opportunity to direct the

Steel Company to locate not at Nanticoke to

make the Golden Horseshoe even bigger and
take a wider sweep, but to go on the north

shore or at Sault Ste. Marie. Don't forget the

ore comes from Wawa for that operation.
There was every opportunity there for this

government to move in and say it's about time
we did start to relocate industry in this prov-
ince because it's lopsided the way it is now.
The government had an opportunity there

and it failed miserably.

[4:30]

The central issue as described by the

Chamber of Commerce is this—and I think it's

a nice summary paragraph: "Stripped of all

shibboleths, the central issue confronting the

province is simple, the creation of wealth.

This creation of wealth has two components.
First, the utilization of wealth generated in

the northeast for northeastern development.

Second, a concerned effort to examine loca-

tions in the northeast whenever investment

decisions are made at the provincial level.

Unless the province confronts this critical

issue and resolves it in favour of the north-

east, the creation of the new ministry will

only result in the legitimization of another

fiefdom to oversee a vast wasteland."

That's how strongly the Sudbury and Dis-

trict Chamber of Commerce feels about it.

They feel strongly about it because they've

been promised all sorts of things over the

years and nothing ever changes. Very little

ever changes, and they are tired, as we are

tired, of nothing but promises. Nothing

changes in the policies of this government.
I think it should discard forever—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Three members changed.

Mr. Laughren: Not in the Sudbury region.

Mr. Martel: Holy smoke, listen to who is

talking. Ever been to Kenora? The roads

are paved with gold—in and out of Kenora.

Mr. Laughren: There is a rumour as well

that if you pave another mile of Manitoulin

Island it will sink.

Mr. Martel: During the last two elections,

they came too close together.

Mr. Laughren: I just want to say to the

minister that we're supporting this bill on
second reading and we think that there is

potential. We hope very much that the gov-
ernment will not just arbitrarily discard the

amendments that will be introduced by my
colleague from Sudbury East. A lot of thought
went into them and they make a lot of

sense.
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The reason I wanted the Chamber of Com-
merce's views on the record—I put them as

directly as I could—is that I think after this

many years in government the Conservatives

tend to regard the opposition as always

posturing and never really having anything to

offer of substance. I think that's unfair. Those

of us in northern Ontario ridings do have

something to offer in terms of suggestions of

how to make improvements in the north-

both in the unorganized communities and in

the economic development of the north.

We're serious about it. We have the in-

terest of our constituents at heart as govern-

ment members do for theirs. We think that

it's time they sat back and said, "It's not just

the opposition. It's not just because they're

New Democrats that they are talking about

more government intervention in the economy
in northern Ontario." Because here is a

body like the Chamber of Commerce that is

saying the same thing.

Maybe that's what it will take to make
the government see that there is some com-

mon sense in the policies that we propose-
that it isn't just some kind of knee-jerk

ideological reaction that we have, when we
talk about the development of the north.

There's a lot of common sense to it, and

certainly I think the government would be

the last one to accuse the Chamber of Com-
merce of lacking in common sense. I would

encourage them to seriously consider our

amendment and get on with the job of

creating a better northern Ontario.

Mr. Martel: You spoke to them, didn't

you, Leo, when you were in Sudbury?
Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member

for Oriole.

Mr. Reid: There is a great northerner.

North of Bloor Street.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, the enactment

of this proposed bill will undoubtedly herald

a new era of opportunity and well-being for

all of the people of northern Ontario-

Mr. Reid: Let's not overdo it.

Mr. Williams: —by reinforcing the co-

operation and assistance that has been pro-
vided to the people of northern Ontario by
all the ministries of this government.

Mr. Laughren: Now I know what Hugh
Segal is doing now.

Mr. Mancini: Don't you think it is going
too far, Leo?

Mr. Reid: Why do we need it if it has

been such a great help?

Mr. Williams: I would hasten to say that

this does not mean that there have not been

significant accomplishments made in the past

through the initiatives brought forward by
this government as far as providing the serv-

ices and support for the people of northern

Ontario is concerned.

Mr. Martel: John, would you talk to him?

Mr. Williams: Last evening I listened

with interest to the criticism of those accom-

plishments made both by the member for

Sudbury East and the member for Rainy
River. I won't dignify with a response the

boorish and insulting remarks made in the

Legislature last evening by the member for

Sudbury East, but I will comment on those

observations and criticisms made by the

member for Rainy River.

Mr. Laughren: Hop into bed, John.

Mr. Williams: It was pointed out by that

member that he was disappointed in the past

accomplishments—he suggested in fact, that

there hadn't been any—with regard to the

three main industries of the north. He spoke
at some length about the mining industry,

the forest industry and the tourist industry.

He suggested that the government hadn't

been doing enough with regard to support
of the mining industry, and yet we well

know that the province of Ontario continues

to remain as the main base mining resource

area, perhaps second to none anywhere in

the world. It's acknowledged that the mining

industry isn't the healthiest at this time,

probably attributable largely to the fact that

we have depressed prices for precious and

other metals throughout the world; and this

indeed has been a nagging economic prob-

lem.

Mr. Reid: And some of the policies of the

present government.

Mr. Williams: But no other government, I

suggest, has provided as much backup and

support to assist the private sector in the

development of mining in the north to bring

it to the position it holds in the world to-

day.

Mr. Laughren: Let them ship the ore

down. That is how you help them. Keep

shipping it out.

Mr. Williams: I would point out too that

the member was highly critical of the alleg-

ed lack of initiative taken by this govern-

ment with regard to support of the forest

industry in Ontario.

Mr. Martel: Leo, you need his help like

you need a hole in the head.

Mr. Williams: At that time he suggested

all this government had done had been to

provide study after study after study with

regard to the problems in the north without

any action thereon. Obviously, the member's
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comments were making light of the facts

that are before us. I only have to refer to

one specific study as an example of the

distortion of fact into fiction. One of the

studies that perhaps ho was alluding to last

evening was the 1972 management policy

study entitled, Forest Production Policy Op-
tions for the Province of Ontario. I point

out that that was in 1972-

Mr. Stokes: Boy, was that ever off the

mark. You wouldn't quote that one.

Mr. Williams: —and lest the idea be left

that nothing has flowed from those studies,

such as that one, for the record I would

simply point out that as a result of that

study, and through the initiatives of this

government, we have attracted an expansion
in the north unheralded with regard to the

pulp and paper industry. I refer to the

Spruce Falls Power and Paper Company's

Kapuskasing facility involving a capital in-

vestment of $3.8 million. There was the

Great Lakes Paper Company project, a stud

and tie mill operation at Thunder Bay, at a

cost of $4 million. We encouraged the Pope
and Talbot $2.5-million facility at Hudson as

an expansion of their sawmill.

Mr. Reid: We won't go into that one.

Mr. Stokes: You are embarrassing the

minister.

Mr. Williams: We have the Weldwood
of Canada project at Longlac, which is an

expansion of their waferboard plant facility.

We encouraged Eddy Forest Products with

regard to their sawmill operation at Nairn

Centre. We had a $4-million expansion of

the sawmill facilities at Newaygo Timber

Company at Mead. Then, too, there was the

Macmillan-Bloedel facility at Thunder Bay,
the flakeboard plant, a substantial $8-million

facility employing in excess of 70 people.

Mr. Stokes: And they have been flaking
the suppliers ever since.

Mr. Williams: As another example of

action—and this will be of interest to the

member for Lake Nipigon, who just inter-

jected—at the Kimberly-Clark facility at

Terrace Bay-
Mr. Reid: We've heard about them.

Mr. Williams: —there was an expansion of

their stud mill facility there. Then, too, there

was the Malette Lumber operation at Tim-
mins. I would point to the Sklar Furniture

Limited operation at Mattawa—
Mr. Martel: All that expansion and fewer

jobs.

Mr. Williams: —the Rogers Lumber facility
at Alban, a $l-million sawmill facility em-
ploying over 100 people.

Mr. Martel: Don't talk about that one.

Mr. Williams: And while it may be laugh-

able, and understandably so, to the member
for Sudbury East-

Mr. Martel: Maybe you should know what

is going on. Any donkey can stand and quote.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order please. The
hon. member for Sudbury East will not inter-

ject.

Mr. Martel: He should know what he is

talking about.

Mr. Williams: Based on his performance
last evening, Mr. Speaker, it's understandable-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member will ignore the interjections.

They're out of order.

Mr. Williams: Then, too, there's the Spruce
Falls Power and Paper Company facility at

Kapuskasing with their newsprint expansion
there. Finally, I would point to the Cochrane

Enterprises sawmill facility.

Mr. Reid: You forgot the pulp and paper
mill at Atikokan. You are not very well

informed.

Mr. Williams: So there are more than a

dozen facilities that have flowed through
the initiatives of this government.

Mr. Reid: Oh, baloney—the initiatives of

this government!

Mr. Williams: There are more than a

dozen facilities that have been brought for-

ward through the initiatives of this govern-

ment, working in conjunction with the private

sector, to bring much-needed employment
to northern Ontario emanating from one

of the many studies that were criticized by
the member for Rainy River last evening.

Mr. Reid: I wonder, Mr. Speaker, if the

member would accept a question?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, no.

The question would be out of order.

Mr. Reid: Oh, well, we don't know that

until we hear it. It probably would be.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Speaker, if I might
continue.

Mr. Reid: Let's take a vote on it.

Mr. Williams: The member, last night,

made reference as well to the tourist in-

dustry and suggested that—

Mr. Reid: Where is the wood going to

come from to serve all these mills?

Mr. Williams: —not much was being done
to assist the tourist industry in northern

Ontario. Yet, I can well recall during the

last session, particularly with regard to the

hearings held before the public accounts

committee, from some sectors there was a
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great deal of criticism of the government's
financial support policy with regard to this

base industry in the north country, to the

point where it was suggested that it should

be totally withdrawn.

Mr. Reid: There is another one.

Mr. Williams: I can only suggest to you,
Mr. Speaker, that if it were not for the

government's initiative and financial support
for the tourist industry in the north that—

Mr. Reid: If you are talking about Minaki

Lodge you are right. That is Leo's white

elephant.

Mr. Williams: —it would not be today
where it is.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The Liberal candidate
in your riding wanted to finish Minaki Lodge.

Mr. Mancini: You weren't a big hit in my
riding either, so don't feel bad.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
interjections are entirely out of order. The
hon. member will continue please.

Mr. Williams: So, to suggest that the gov-
ernment has limited itself to studies of the
north without acting on the findings and
identifying the problems through those studies

is completely erroneous.

Mr. Reid: Ask the minister what the prob-
lem is. He knows what the problems are.

Mr. Williams: What the member also

identified as a major problem in the north, as

he saw it, last evening, was the question
of communication and transportation. I think,
while the member did acknowledge the
difficulties experienced in an area so vast,
with such a sparse population, where we
have 90 per cent of the geographic area of
the province located with less than 10 per
cent of the population, indeed, it's not an
easy task to service those widespread com-
munities that are so sparsely populated.

But, while the member was critical of
that situation, which I think is a fact of

life, he did not choose to comment on the
successes that have been achieved in the

north, again through the initiative of the

government. I found it interesting that he
chose not to make reference to the successes

accomplished under the jurisdiction and au-

thority of the Ontario Northland Transporta-
tion Commission. Of course, through that

facility I would suggest there's no other
jurisdiction in the world that provides so
much in the way of transportation service to
such a large area so sparsely populated as
here.

The member was critical of the lack of

transportation facilities, yet he saw no cause

to make reference to the Northland's very
successful operations with regard to bus and
rail service. He did not choose to make
comment on the fact that this year, in fact,

there will be the introduction—and I under-

stand, if it's on schedule, it will be this

Saturday—of the Northlander project. This

will provide through the use of the new
equipment that has been introduced by the

Northland Commission, a new set of—

Mr. Martel: In fact, John, we are getting
too much in the north.

Mr. Williams: -passenger units. There will

be four train sets available-

Mr. Reid: Yes, and you bought the equip-
ment in Europe. It could have been made
in Thunder Bay.

Mr. Williams: —each providing a capacity
of 114, with dining car and other facilities,
that will greatly enhance the existing facilities

for the people of the north country.

[4:45]

He did not make reference to the fact

that through the norOntario service the

passenger service has increased in the past
12-month period by 31 per cent, servicing
more than 82,000 passengers during that

period.
I think these are glaring omissions that

were made last evening, Mr. Speaker, and
because of that did not truly represent what
accomplishments have been made in the
north country. These are only some of the

examples, Mr. Speaker, there are others.

Mr. Reid: Did you ever hear of reforesta-

tion?

Mr. Williams: He made reference to lack

of communication facilities, telecommunica-
tion facilities, and by so doing chose not to

acknowledge the fact that there has been
a considerable expansion of direct distance

dialing facilities north and west of the Coch-
rane area, and that new microwave systems
north of Timmins have been introduced and
that in fact there are continuing microwave
facilities being provided in the farther north-

ern regions of the province to assist in com-
munication between those widely spread,

geographically speaking, sparsely settled com-
munities.

These I think are the things that have to

be said to give a proper perspective to the

matter and to point out that while this bill

will provide greater opportunities for initiative

by this government, it clearly points out that

much has been achieved in the past.

Before leaving the successes of the past
and coming to what is anticipated in the

future because of the enactment of this bill,
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I would simply also point out that the mem-
ber simply glossed over the successes that

have been accomplished in the way of en-

deavouring to introduce other industry into

the north, to complement and act as second-

ary to the base industries, through the efforts

of the Northern Ontario Development Corpo-
ration.

Mr. Laughren: Time!

Mr. Williams: While he made reference to

the corporation, he chose not to in any way
elaborate upon its successes and the way in

which it is endeavouring to assist the private
sector to—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It's refreshing to hear
the truth.

Mr. Martel: That's what's wrong with you
being in charge of that ministry.

Mr. Williams: —growth and industry in

the north and to improve its economy.
Much criticism has been directed at the

substance and content of this bill. It has been

suggested that it's too broad, which I find

interesting, because one of the ways in which
a new ministry can most effectively operate
is to have the broadest possible terms of

reference so that it will not be inhibited or

restricted in any way from meeting the

anticipated and unanticipated needs of the

areas for which it will be responsible.
The bill highlights tli3 co-ordinating and

accessibility features of the new ministry.
This is really the main, important feature of

the legislation-

Mr. Martel: Did you hear that, Leo? The
co-ordinating part is the main part of the

ministry, that is what he said.

Mr. Williams: —that the co-ordinating
activities that will 1 flow from the new min-

istry are to enhance the co-operation and
assistance that has been available there in

the past from the various ministries. This, of

course, will pull it all together and make the

various arms of government much more
readily accessible through this central facility.

The member for Rainy River was critical

last night of the fact that only two regional
offices have been set up already, before the

ministry has even been formally created. I

suggest, to the contrary, that this shows the

speed and earnestness with which this gov-
ernment intends to see that the new ministry
is meaningful and operative from day one.

/We have the new facility in the Sault,
which is a central and appropriate location
for a regional office. It couldn't be more
centrally located, geographically speaking, to

serve the north. And, of course, the regional

office in Kenora will serve the northwesterly
sector of our province.
The broad terms of reference as spelled

out under section 8, Mr. Speaker, will I

suggest provide the latitude necessary to

this ministry, in the same way that the broad
terms of reference to deal with social and
economic needs and concerns as presently
exist under our Planning Act legislation give

planning boards and local councils the oppor-
tunity to deal in broad ways with the broad
issues of the particular jurisdiction for which

they are responsible.

Mr. Laughren: Time!

Mr. Williams: So, I think the form which
the bill takes is most appropriate to deal with
a very broadly-based situation that affects

areas so widely apart and so diverse in their

social and economic considerations. I am
sure the co-ordinating facilities of this new
ministry will help to alleviate the disparities

that may tend to presently exist or that re-

quire immediate response from the ministry.

A major complaint that has existed in the

past is that the people from the north have
had to come to Toronto to get any action or

to be heard. And, of course, with these new
facilities in the north country and with the

ministry in their own backyard, so to speak,
these criticisms undoubtedly will be put aside.

I was most impressed last year, as a mem-
ber of the select committee on the highway
transportation of goods, in visiting the north

country to find in fact what successes had
Veen accomplished through the Ministry of

Natural Resources, which was at that time re-

sponsible through its 25 officers in the various

areas of the north and how they had been
able to cope with and service the needs of

the people in that area. But I think through
tills legislation we will have a much more

sophisticated and broadened facility.

Of course, we have to look at the person-
alities that will be involved in the adminis-

tering of this program. I suggest to you, Mr.

Speaker, that there could not have been a

better choice of ministers than that found in

the member for Kenora, because I know of

no other member of the House who has as

much sensitivity, as much knowledge and

understanding of the north country than the

hon. minister.

Mr. Cunningham: Now we are getting ridi-

culous.

Mr. Williams: He is a man who does know
the difference between a spruce and a jack-

pine.

Mr. Mancini: Leo, what is the difference

between a spruce and a jackpine?
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: Come on up and I will

show you what it is all about.

Mr. Williams: He is a member who does

know where Red Lake is—

Mr. Mancini: I knew they made you the

minister for some good reason. I couldn't

figure it out at the time, but now I know.

Mr. Williams: —and I suggest to you that

he is a member who does understand) the sig-

nificance of closing down a major tourist fa-

cility has an impact economically upon an

area such as the city of Kenora. So it is

appropriate and fitting, I suggest to you, Mr.

Speaker, that the member for Kenora will be

the minister for that area.

My last observation is this, Mr. Speaker,
that while we have a very competent and

capable member who will act as the minister,

I am delighted to know that behind him—

Interjections.

Mr. Williams: —behind him I know that

we will have a shadow minister-

Mr. Laughren: A big shadow, anyway.
Mr. Williams: —in the presence and per-

sonage of the member from Manitoulin Island,

a man who perhaps did more to—

Mr. Laughren: That bothers us too.

Mr. Williams: —bring about the discussion

of this bill today than any other person in

this Legislature. I think it would be totally

inappropriate not to give due recognition to

the member for Algoma-Manitoulin (Mr.

Lane), because I can recall sitting both on

the estimates committee and' as a member of

the select committee for the highway trans-

portation of goods when that member made
impassioned speeches, and very informed

speeches, on the needs of the north. He
brought to the attention of members who
have not had the privilege of residing in and

serving that area how important were the

needs of that area and how important it was
to make government more accessible to the

people of the north.

It was through his efforts, certainly, that I

came to better appreciate and understand, as

a member for a southern, metropolitan,
urbanized riding, what the real needs and

accomplishments of the north were. So I

have to, in closing, compliment that member
for the initiatives that he took and which led

I think in large measure to the introduction

o^ this legislation today.
The last observation I have, Mr. Speaker,

is that the new minister will have not only
the member for Algoma-Manitoulin there to

assist him, but also the enlarged membership
from within the government caucus to support
him from all sectors of the north, both ex-

perienced and new members, who will bring
new dimensions of support and guidance to

diat Ministry of Northern Affairs.

Mr. Reid: Whose side is he on, anyway?
Mr. Williams: So as I said at the outset,

undoubtedly the introduction of this legisla-

tion will herald a new era of opportunity and

well-being for the people of the north. With
that we should speedily enact this legislation.

Mr. Bolan: I might say at this time, Mr.

Speaker, that I agree with the bill, if for no
other reason than it's a start toward better

things, I would hope.
What I planned to do when I first saw that

this was on the order paper was to go into

the bill in detail. However, I find that it's

very difficult to go through it in detail because,

frankly there really is not that much to the

bill. Nevertheless, in spite of its lack of sub-

stance, I will try to go through it after making
some general observations.

My first observation to make is with re-

spect to the platitudes which the hon. mem-
ber for Oriole has bestowed upon the govern-
ment on its activities in northern Ontario over

the past number of years. And it really does

surprise me that he extols the virtues of the

government when the very fact that the bill

is being introduced is an admission on the

part of the government that it has failed in

its dealings with the people of northern On-
tario. If this bill were that important then

it would mean that the government had

looked towards northern Ontario over the

past number of years and had done some-

thing concrete.

Is there a minister for southern Ontario?

Is there a minister for southwestern Ontario?

Is there a minister for southeastern Ontario?

Of course, there isn't. And the only reason

why there is a designated Minister for

Northern Ontario is because of the acknowl-

edgement of this government, after many
years of failure, that it must do something

to try to alleviate the problems which exist

in northern Ontario.

A word of caution to the minister-desig-

nate. It's to remind him of the fate which

befell his predecessor, the Hon. Allan Law-

rence. The advice which I give to the minister-

designate is not to seek higher office, because

we all know what happened to the Hon.

Allan Lawrence, who occupied the position

of Minister of Mines and Northern Affairs.

We all saw what happened to him when he

dared rear his head and tried to obtain the

Progressive Conservative nomination.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: He was promoted.

Mr. Bolan: Not only did he lose the

nomination, he lost the ministry. So a word
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of caution to the minister in the event that

he is looking for higher places of office.

Mr. Sargent: Got to get on the end of the

line-up there.

Mr. Bolan: Now, Mr. Speaker, let's look at

the bill in its entirety. And it is most amus-

ing to see that paragraph 2 reads as follows:

"There shall be a ministry of the public serv-

ice to be known as the Ministry of Northern

Affairs." How nice.

Then we go on and we get into the

definition sections. And then we get into

section 6.

[5:00]

Mr. Martel: The great seal; don't forget

the seal.

Mr. Bolan: Section 6 reads as follows: "The
Lieutenant Governor in Council may author-

ize a seal for the ministry."

Interjections.

Mr. Bolan: Not only that, "The seal may
be reproduced by engraving, lithography—"

Mr. Reid: Are these trained seals?

Mr. Bolan: "—printing or other methods of

mechanical reproduction and when so repro-
duced has the effect as if manually affixed."

That is section 6 of the bill.

Then there is section 7 which deals with

the delegation of duties. I suspect that will

be the primary function of the minister—to

delegate duties.

Then we get to the section which is really
the working section of the bill—section 8. It

is most interesting, because it says this: "It

is the function of the ministry to co-ordinate

the activities of the government in northern
Ontario." Then it goes on to include what it

is to co-ordinate.

Actually, what section 8 says is this: it

says to the other ministries, "I will go to

you with hat in hand and beg to get some-
thing for the people of northern Ontario."
And that is precisely what it is—it is nothing
more than a beggar clause. Because in order
for the minister to get anything from the
other ministries, whatever his grandiose plans
for northern Ontario may be, he has to co-

ordinate these plans with the other ministries.

He has no moneys in this bill that authorize
him to go out and do something for northern
Ontario. He has to do what the people of

northern Ontario have to do today, right

now, to get something out of the government;
and that is to come down here to Queen's
Park with hat in hand and beg for what we
are justly entitled to.

That is section 8 of the bill. That is the

working section of the bill. The other sec-

tions, Mr. Speaker, are meaningless. And it is

to co-ordinate endeavours, to co-ordinate the

plans which the minister has.

Where is the budget in the bill? There is

no budget.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The member has to be

kidding.

Mr. Bolan: There is not one cent—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It's in the budget, not in

the bill.

Mr. Bolan: —other than to pay the count-

less numbers of bureaucrats who will be re-

quired to be hired.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Tell that fellow where
he is going.

Mr. Sargent: Where is the money coming
from?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It's in the budget.

Mr. Bolan: Let's look at some of the prob-
lems of northern Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Nipissing has the floor.

Mr. Bolan: Here are some of the problems
which have been created by the government
over the past number of years-

Mr. Sargent: Right on target.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Is there a seat at the air-

port?

An hon. member: Leo doesn't want to

make a ministry, he wants to make a dictator-

ship.

Mr. Bolan: The greatest problem in

northern Ontario is the lack of jobs and the

lack of opportunities for people to work in

northern Ontario. Where are the provisions
in the bill that create employment in northern

Ontario? I am not aware of them. Unemploy-
ment in northeastern Ontario is over 13 per
cent. Unemployment in my riding of Nipis-

sing is 11 per cent. Is there anything in the

bill to provide for that, to provide for the

creation of jobs?

Mr. Hodgson: Merle Dickerson would

change that.

Mr. Bolan: These are not promises which
Merle Dickerson is giving out, although what
the government is trying to do here is, in a

backhanded way, doing what Merle Dickerson

has been trying to do for a number of years.

Mr. Eakins: Does Merle look after the

pork barrel now?

Mr. Bolan: The people of northern Ontario

want to work. They don't want to go knock-

ing on doors. They don't want to stand in

breadlines.

The people of northern Ontario want to

work. If there is anything that I did find out
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during the last election campaign it is that

when you ask people what they want—they
want to work. They don't want to be paid
for doing nothing. They want to be paid for

doing something. And it is the responsibility

of the government to provide employment
for them to keep busy, to do something.
What about small businesses in northern

Ontario? What about the development of

small businesses in northern Ontario? Is there

any program in the bill to provide for loans

for small businesses? And never mind NODC.
NODC is controlled so tightly and rigidly

that you are better off going to a finance

company before you can get money from the

government through it. Where are the moneys
for that? There are no provisions in the bill

to deal with that.

Mr. Martel: We are going to move that; I

hope you support them. Leo's supporting
them.

Mr. Bolan: There is a need to stimulate

the economy in northern Ontario, and you
don't stimulate it by bringing in General

Motors or Ford. We don't want big business

up there, because that again attracts big

unions; and big unions, of course, mean that

moneys are siphoned off to the NDP through
union dues.

Mr. Martel: You must come from North

Bay.

Mr. Bolan: We don't want that.

Mr. Swart: You want it, and can't get it.

Mr. Bolan: What we want are small busi-

nesses, which are the backbone of a com-

munity.

Interjection.

Mr. Cunningham: You don't take money
from unions, do you, Elie?

Mr. Bolan: Let's look at tourism in northern

Ontario. It was this government which, to

appease certain members of this government
who were from northern Ontario, sought some
time ago to devise a scheme for the creation

of a tourist complex called Maple Mountain.

Mr. Sargent: There's a winner for you.
There's a good one.

Mr. Bolan: They were going to pump
millions and millions of dollars into the

middle of the wilderness, and from this they
were going to create hundreds of jobs for the

residents of Timiskaming.

Mr. Eakins: They diverted that to Minaki

Lodge instead.

Mr. Bolan: Instead of getting into that,

why doesn't the government take a proper
look at northern Ontario and see where the

base of the tourist industry is? It's Lake

Nipissing; that's where it is. The government

doesn't have to go any further than that.

Instead of diverting moneys into the middle
of the bush, it should go to an area where
there is a proven tourist attraction; build on
that and make it inviting so that the people
will go there. That's the way to develop
tourism. Go with the assets we already have;
dbn't start from scratch. If you know you
have an area that is sound and good, you go
there and build up from there.

To get there, I would urge the minister-

designate to approach the Ministry of Trans-

portation and Communications to co-ordinate

the continuation of the building of Highway
11 and four-laning it into North Bay. In-

stead of waiting to build it all the way up,

why not start from North Bay and go down
towards Huntsville?

Interjection.

Mr. Bolan: These are the things which
should be done but which are not provided
for in this bill.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I suggest
to the hon. member that the principle of this

bill is the setting up of a ministry; it's not to

discuss the various problems of the north-

Mr. Cunningham: We don't have enough
time for that.

Mr. Nixon: This is a maiden speech.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bolan: Mr. Speaker, if I may, on a

point of order-

Mr. Speaker: With respect, the principle of

the bill is setting up the new ministry. If the

hon. member would really try to keep-

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Bolan: If it were a question of criticiz-

ing what has gone wrong, Mr. Speaker, I'd

be here for two weeks, I'm sorry to say. How-

ever, I will get on.

Mr. Speaker: There has been quite a bit of

straying, and although we allow a certain

amount of leeway—perhaps too much, and I

think quite often too much—really the prin-

ciple of the bill-

Mr. Sargent: There are some pretty dull

decisions in Hansard, too, made by the

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you very much! Would
the hon. member please keep his silence? The

interjections, if he were to read them in Han-

sard, really make very poor reading.

If the hon. member will continue, will he

please keep to the principle of the bill, which

is setting up the new ministry.

Mr. Sargent: Pretty dull decision in Han-

sard, too.
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Mr. Speaker: That's right.

Mr. Sargent: Made by the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: I think the hon. member
should take that part back.

Mr. Sargent: I said there are some pretty
dull decisions. I won't take it back. I mean
it.

Mr. Speaker: Then I will name the hon.

member.

Mr. Sargent: You've got to—

Mr. Speaker: No. Order, please. I'll give
the hon. member one more opportunity to

withdraw his remark.

Mr. Sargent: Ah, come on. I said the dull

decisions of the Speaker. You don't like that?

Mr. Speaker: No.

Mr. Sargent: I will withdraw it. You are

getting pretty touchy.

Mr. Speaker: Well, I have noticed1 a cer-

tain amount of sensitivity elsewhere.

The hon. member for Nipissing will con-
tinue but I would ask him to try to keep to

the principle of the bill.

Mr. Bolan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'll try,

although it is very difficult.

Mr. Martel: The member for Oriole read
out a list a mile and a half long.

Mr. Bolan: Going back then to the principle
of the bill, which is to assist northern On-
tario. I believe that is one of the principles of

the bill, Mr. Speaker-Jto assist northern On-
tario. One of the ways to assist northern
Ontario is the creation of jobs. How do we
go about creating jobs?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Is development in northern

Ontario mentioned specifically in the bill'?

Mr. Bolan: One of the ways you'd do it is

by providing industrial expansion.

Mr. Speaker: May I respectfully suggest
to the hon. member that this is not what this

bill is about. We allow a certain amount of

latitude, especially with a new member, but

really we are getting on to other problems,
which are important problems but really the

principle of the bill is just the setting up of

this ministry.

Mr. Cunningham: Why do you allow other

speakers-

Mr. Nixon: This is a maiden speech.

Mr. Speaker: We're allowing interjections

now, and the hon. member should respect
that.

Mr. Bolan: It is my feeling, Mr. Speaker,
that what the ministry should do to really add
teeth to this bill and to add teeth to its posi-
tion is to create jobs. I say there are no pro-
visions in the bill to create jobs. There are

provisions in the bill to co-ordinate activities

relating to the development of northern On-
tario and one of the ways of developing
northern Ontario is to create jobs. May I

further say that this is an item which was
discussed at some length last night when
the bill was being debated and it was also

discussed earlier this afternoon. I am merely

trying to attempt to continue in the samt1

vein and! to afford the government what I

consider to be constructive criticism as to

what should be done with the bill, and what
should be done with the ministry once it is

established.

I realize that the bill is being debated for

the purpose of establishing the ministry. But
in order to establish the ministry you first of

all have to define what it is about. You have
to find out what is going to happen to it.

You have to find out what are its terms of

reference.

I suggest that one of the terms of reference

of the bill is the development of northern

Ontario, and as I said earlier, one of the

items which contributes to the development
of northern Ontario is the creation of jobs.

To that end, I say that for the purpose of

developing jobs what is needed in the bill

is a plan for industrial expansion. There are

no plans in the bill for industrial expansion,
and it is industrial expansion that creates jobs,

that creates security.

There was some mention last night about

ghost towns in northern Ontario. I know what

ghost towns are like because I used to live

in one. It was called Cobalt, and it was a

ghost town. There was another one mentioned
last night by the hon. member for Sudbury
East—Blind River. You can't even find a stray

cat in Blind River. There is nothing in Blind

River.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Careful.

Mr. Bolan: This is in northern Ontario.

This was allowed to happen by this govern-
ment because of its inability to cope with the

problems of northern Ontario over the past
number of years. There should be a plan,

there should be a blueprint in this bill, for

the development of northern Ontario, yet

there are no provisions for it.

We do approve of the bill because at least

it's the beginning of something which we
hope will add to the betterment of the people
of northern Ontario. Another thing which is

required up there, and which should be in

the bill—and this all ties in with the idea of

decentralizing what's going on down here in

Toronto—is a decentralizing of the govern-

ment. From the fact that this ministry is being
created the government is starting to decen-

tralize, because the head office of it, as I
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understand, will be in Sault Ste. Marie.
There'll be branch offices in other areas. But
there should be more ministries decentralized

and more attention paid through the dis-

tribution of these ministries in the province
of Ontario.

[5:15]

I was sitting in on the estimates for Housing
last week and I was astounded to find that in

a little place called North Pickering the gov-
ernment to date has spent some $200 million

to acquire lands which for all intents and pur-
poses lie fallow. They lie fallow because of

the shallow thinking of the government in

acquiring them in the first place. These lands,
on which hopefully we are going to build

industries and towns, are costing us $20 mil-

lion a year just for the interest debt on it,

and nothing is going to be done with them
until the year 1980 or the year 1981.

Instead! of these massive sums of money
being spent to create satellite towns and satel-

lite cities in this area, why don't we do the

same thing in northern Ontario? Why don't

we build a new economic base in northern

Ontario? Again, that has been the failure of

this government and it's been reflected by the

fact that this bill is now required to cure the

ills and their sins of the past.

May I also say in closing that the greatness
which was to be the hallmark of this province
during the 1970s has been lost through de-

fault. This default is the result of the inepti-

tude of the government of Ontario during the

1970s and also the result of the gross negli-

gence of the handling of provincial affairs.

What really was supposed to be a dream in

this province in 1970 has turned into a

nightmare.
Mr. Stokes: I am happy to participate in

this debate which will mean the establish-

ment, hopefully, of something that will

alleviate at least in some measure some of

the social and economic problems that befall

that area lying north of the French River.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: They include Parry
Sound now.

Mr. Wildman: They include Parry Sound
now.

Mr. Nixon: They've got cheap licence

plates down there in Parry Sound now.

Mr. Stokes: I read with a good deal of

interest the opening remarks of the minister

and the two leadoff speakers for the opposi-
tion parties. I wasn't able to be here in per-
son because I was in the estimates committee
on resources development. I did, however,
get in time to listen to the newly elected

member for Fort William (Mr. Hennessy)
where he plagiarized to a large extent the

opening remarks of the minister. I just

thought how different, if one listens astutely

enough and one listens long enough, it is as

to how the wheel turns in terms of the kind
of reaction you get from members from the

government side over there.

I want to quote, Mr. Speaker, from
Hansard of March 17, 1970, when the last

Conservative member who represented Fort

William riding took advantage of the oppor-
tunity to rise and speak about the establish-

ment of a new ministry of northern affairs.

In contrast to what the present member for

Fort William said last evening, I would like

you to listen, Mr. Speaker, to what his pre-
decessor said on March 17, 1970. It was Mr.

Jessiman for those who don't recall that far

back.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That was some years

ago. Things have changed.
Mr. Stokes: He said: "Needless to say, I

was most pleased to learn of the creation of

the Department of Northern Affairs." He
didn't say it was an information vehicle at

all.

Mr. Nixon: He didn't understand the differ-

ence.

Mr. Stokes: He said: "I was pleased too

that this government had the wisdom to con-

tain the function within another department.
We could easily have done what the federal

government has chosen to do and raised the

taxpayers' money by setting up another

separate department and creating another

extravagance that the people in the province
or country could not afford."

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That was seven years

ago.

Mr. Swart: You are on a restraint program
now.

Mr. Stokes: It only took seven years for the

Conservatives in Fort William riding to come
to the realization that all "was not well in

northern Ontario. I'm not going to go into

the exercise of trying to second-guess why
this government in its wisdom set up a new
Ministry of Northern Affairs. I'm not even

going to attribute any motives to them. All

I want to caution the minister about is that

if he is genuinely interested in and serious

about addressing himself and attracting the

attention of his government to the problems
in the north in a much more meaningful way
than has ever been done before, I want to

assure him that he'll get the co-operation at

least of the member for Lake Nipigon.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Don't separate yourself
now.

Mr. Stokes: I want to assure the minister

that if it's stricdy a pork-barrel exercise
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where he's going to pay attention to those

areas of the province that supported the

Conservative Party in the last election that's

fine, but he'll do it at his own peril because,

as he well knows, the people in northern On-
tario are a breed apart from voters and
electors generally in the province of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It will be all the north,

the whole north.

Mr. Hodgson: You're starting to see the

light.

Mr. Stokes: Will you stop mumbling?
Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Lake Nipigon only has the floor.

Mr. Hodgson: You don't like that. I said

you were starting to see the light.

Mr. Stokes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Hodgson: You are not the Speaker

now.

Mr. Stokes: I would like to have an assur-

ance from the minister that he's genuinely
interested and concerned about addressing
his new ministry to the problems, social,

economic and to some extent cultural. Even
though I don't think it's part of his terms of

reference, it's almost inevitable that if he is

going to act in an operating role and in a

co-ordinating role, he is going to be faced
with some of the cultural problems that are

facing a fair number of the people who re-

side in northern Ontario. I'm sure he has
had an opportunity and has availed himself
of the opportunity of reading the brief that

was presented to the cabinet last night.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I was there.

Mr. Stokes: You were there yourself? That

particular problem is not going to go away.
I see this ministry playing an extremely im-

portant role in bringing that segment of our

population in northwestern Ontario into the

mainstream of things socially, culturally and

economically.
I listened to the member for Oriole with

a great deal of interest when he talked of
the successes with regard to the better

utilization of forest products. While I don't

think it was germane to this debate, it was
allowed by the Speaker and I think it calls

for some kind of reaction on behalf of mem-
bers over here on this side. It is quite all

right for the government to have taken credit
for the expansion and the greater utilization

of our forestry resources. It is quite all right
for it to take—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We did it.

Mr. Cunningham: Taking credit for the

English-Wabigoon too, Leo?

'Mr. Stokes: Just a moment. You are trying
to anticipate me.

The government's job is only half finished.

What is going to happen five, 10, 15 and 20

years down the road when people start

coming to this government saying, "Where
are the inventories? Where is the supply of

wood of various species that's going to allow
us to operate in perpetuity?" The minister,
if he's honest, since he held that portfolio

previous to this one and the present minister

who has said his policy is still two for one-
even though he has been repudiated by
several of his own cabinet colleagues who
say it is unrealistic in the foreseeable future.

I want to caution the minister that if it is

an unrealistic goal in the short term, a good
many accomplishments of which the member
for Oriole (Mr. Williams) made mention of

15 or 20 minutes ago mean there's going to

be an awful lot of red faces in the new
Ministry of Northern Affairs, and indeed

throughout that entire ministry over there,

wondering what we were doing in the early
1970s about paying some attention to our
needs in the future.

So, while the government can take credit

for greater utilization, I want it to analyse
the number of new jobs that have actually
been created as a result of that. While
ministries of the Crown will point to the

fact that they are ahead of the timetable

set for the establishment of new jobs in the

forest industry, as called for in Design for

Development, those jobs, if one wants to

analyse it closely, aren't there. The Minister
of Northern Affairs, now and in his previous
portfolio, bragged of 5,000 new jobs in the

forestry sector in northern Ontario. Those

jobs aren't there. They just aren't there.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: They are. Do a check
and you will find they are, sir.

Mr. Stokes: I have checked, and they
aren't there. Due to the highly capital nature
of the forest industry and because of in-

creased mechanization, they are laying claim
to the establishment of many job opportuni-
ties in the forestry sector that just haven't

materialized.

The same thing can be said for the mining

industry. Due to the highly capital nature of

that industry, there has actually been a net

decrease in the number of job opportunities
in the mining sector. If the minister doesn't

believe me, let him ask his own people in

the resources development sector.

The member for Oriole has said that the

climate for expansion in the mining industry
in Ontario, and in particular northern On-

tario, was never better. I don't know who
he's listening to and I don't know where
he's getting his advice from and I don't
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know who is writing his speeches, but he
doesn't have to take the word of members
over here. All he has to do-

Mr. Williams: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Roy: Ah, sit down, you have had your
chance.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member has a

point of order? Order, please.

Mr. Williams: Yes, Mr. Speaker. The state-

ment attributed to me is completely errone-

ous, and I wish the member had listened to

my remarks more carefully.

Mr. Wildman: It is hard to listen to you.

Mr. Germa: You are being nonsensical

anyway.

(Mr. Speaker: I am not sure whether the

hon. member was being quoted or inter-

preted.

Mr. Foulds: That's right—quoting him
quite accurately.

Mr. Speaker: I am sure the hon. member
who was speaking would know which it

was.

Mr. Stokes: Pardon?

Mr. Speaker: I am sure the Hon. member,
that's yourself, would know whether he is

quoting him or misquoting him or whether
he was interpreting, in his opinion, what he
said. I will leave it with the hon. member.

[5:30]

Mr. Stokes: All I want your assurance on is

that I am in order. I'll ignore the interjections.

Mr. Speaker: I am most sorry. The Speaker's
attention was momentarity distracted. I am
net sure whether you were quoting the hon.
member. If so, he has a right to rise if he
was misquoted. I am not sure whether you
were quoting him or not.

Mr. Stokes: That's your decision to make.

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry that I didn't hear.

Was the hon. member quoting you?
Mr. Williams: I took it as a quote and it

was a misquote, if it was.

Mr. Speaker: You have corrected it then.

If you were misquoted, you have taken the

necessary step to correct the misquote.

Mr. Williams: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Stokes: Getting back to where I left

o(f when I was so rudely interrupted, I heard

very clearly the member for Oriole say that

the climate vis-a-vis the mining industry in

Ontario was never better. All I want to say
to the member is that he doesn't have to take

rny word for it. All he has to do is read the

latest report that was put out from the mineral

section of the Ministry of Natural Resources,

which is highly critical of the taxation policies

in the province of Ontario which are not

conducive to mineral exploration in northern

Ontario at the present time.

All he has to do is look at the Northern
Miner and! see how critical they have been
of policies of this present government that are

not conducive to the maximum development
of our mineral wealth in the province of

Ontario at the present time.

Mr. Williams: I did not say that the mining
environment in Ontario was never better.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. You have stated

that. The hon. member did not give a direct

quotation, I listened very carefully this time.

He gave an interpretation of some remarks
which the hon. member for Oriole probably
made. It was an interpretation; it wasn't a

quote or therefore a misquote. He is in order.

Mr. Stokes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Roy: As a lawyer, the member should
know better than to get up like that.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber for Lake Nipigon will continue.

Mr. Stokes: I wanted to get back to some-

thing I mentioned earlier when I was dis-

tracted by the member for Oriole. I want to

say something to the minister if he wants to

maintain credibility with the people in the

north. I went over his remarks last night in

Instant Hansard!. He quoted quite extensively
from editorials from a good many of the

newspapers in the north which said: "It's a

step in the right direction. Let's get behind
it and let's support it." Let's hope that it is

the vehicle whereby we can realize many of

the kinds of things we have been talking

about over the years, regardless of what our

political affiliations are in this Legislature.
If the minister is genuinely interested and

concerned, the major portion of the budget
that is going to be given to him is for trans-

portation services, whether it be for the regu-
lar transportation services to improve com-
munications between the widely spread com-
munities in the north, or to increase the

opportunity for greater communications

among our people using all of the technologi-

cal advances that are available now. The

ministry is a vehicle to co-ordinate an indus-

trial strategy with his counterparts down here.

When I say the co-ordination of an industrial

strategy, I am not just talking about Design
for Development for Northeastern Ontario.

The latter was designed in 1969 and accepted
as government policy in 1970. He and I

know that those documents are completely
irrelevant.

Mr. Germa: Say it again.

Mr. Wildman: Say it again.
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Mr. Stakes: They are completely irrelevant

today.

Mr. Reid: Why isn't he updating them

then?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Those were resolutions

and they have been acted upon, and the

member knows it.

Mr. Stokes: They are completely irrelevant

today. All he has to do is look at the docu-

ments .
that have been prepared with regard1

to health services and the documents that

have been prepared by the Ministry of Na-

tural Resources for an industrial strategy for

northwestern Ontario, and he wouldn't recog-

nize those documents that are being prepared

today. If the minister looks at those docu-

ments, he will find that the conventional wis-

doms which may have been appropriate—and

I'll admit that possibly they were appropriate

in the late 1960s—are completely irrelevant

today.. It's a whole new ball game.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You supported Design
for Development.

Mr. Stokes: That's right. But the thing is,

nothing ever remains the same. As the lead

minister for northern Ontario, the minister

has to be prepared to play not only a co-

ordinating role but an operational role with

regard to a good many of these programs,
not the least of which is the regional prior-

ities budget. Built into the discretion that the

minister is going to have, in concert with his

colleagues, there is going to be sufficient

flexibility with regard to anywhere from $50
million to $60 million, which is not an in-

significant amount.
If the minister can use those dollars wisely,

he can have a very profound effect on an

industrial strategy for all of northern Ontario.

Whether it is spent in northeastern Ontario,

the Sudbury basin, Rainy River, Kenora or

Pickle Lake, $50 million or $60 million of

new money spent in the right way can have

a very profound effect on the economic life

of all of northern Ontario.

When I'm talking about how the minister

is going to allocate those funds to get the

biggest bang for his buck, he is going to

have to do something that I suggest should

have been done many years ago. We have a

resource-based economy at the present time.

The minister should listen to what has been
said by the Department of Regional Economic

Expansion as a voice from the federal level

and to the Ontario Economic Council as a

voice at the provincial level, and add to that

what his colleague, the Treasurer, said dur-

ing the recent campaign. They said that with

the present economic conditions and with the

high cost of transportation, the kind of de-

velopment that he and I would aspire to, as

representatives of the north, are just not go-

ing to happen if the government maintains

the status quo.
Consider that as far back as 10 years ago

we were promised an industrial strategy for

the entire province of Ontario; six or seven

years ago we were promised a land-use plan
for the province of Ontario. We have neither

today. How in God's name are we in the

north going to try to develop an industrial

strategy for that segment of the province
which so badly needs it when we have noth-

ing with which to relate?

We are not completely isolated in a social

and economic sense. Geographically, we are.

But in a social and economic sense there is

no way that we can divorce ourselves from

what is going on here in southern Ontario and
think that tilings that happen in southern

Ontario have no impact on what is going on

in the north. I don't know how the minister

is going to attempt to devise an industrial

strategy for northern Ontario without know-

ing where we're going in an overall provincial

sense. I just don't think it's possible.

I don't know how it's possible for us to

aspire to the kinds of things that they have in

such abundance in southern Ontario, whether

it is jobs, the availability of educational op-

portunities or a lot of the infrastructure amen-
ities that we find in such abundance in

southern Ontario because they have an ade-

quate tax base.

The one community, outside of Hudson, of

which the minister is probably most aware is

Sioux Lookout. Let's look at the community
of Sioux Lookout, which traditionally is a

turnaround point for Canadian National Rail-

ways. That was its reason for being there. It

is one of the two communities in northern

Ontario, the other one being Ignace, that are

for all practical purposes in receivership.

Which means that—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are wrong.

Mr. Stokes: I am wrong?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Sioux Lookout is in

good financial position.

Mr. Stokes: That must have changed
within the last six months.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Last year.

Mr. Stokes: That must have changed with-

in the last six months, because I can remem-

ber quite distinctly that when they wanted

to borrow money for some road-building

equipment the province moved in through the

regional representative from Treasury, Eco-

nomics and Intergovernmental Affairs and

they said, "No. You don't spend one penny
unless we authorize it." Essentially they are
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in the same position as the town of Ignace

was.

We always use this word "unique" or

"special circumstances" for northern Ontario.

But I don't know how else one would de-

scribe a community in the north that is the

bedroom community for literally hundreds of

workmen who commute to jobs every morn-

ing and every night, and that community is

forced to provide the services-whether they

be educational services, water, sewer, medical

services-all of the services that people have

come to expect and demand in this day and

age. Unless they have the necessary tax base

in order to provide those services they are

going to be second class communities. I

wanted to dissociate myself from the remark

that was made by the former speaker, the

member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan), when he

said "you can't even see a cat going down

the street in Blind River."

I have been through Blind River and I

know that it is a typical community in

northern Ontario. It is struggling for survival.

They do have their difficulties in much the

same way that people in Ignace and the

people in Sioux Lookout dlo.

Mr. Wildman: That's right, Jack.

Mr. Stokes: But to suggest that they are

ghost towns, this creates a false impression

of the kinds of things that we are attempt-

ing to do on behalf of all communities in

northern Ontario. I think that any member
from anywhere in the province who stands

here and creates that kind of an impression

of a northern community does a disservice to

the north and the people he represents.

I would like to have an assurance from

the minister that he is genuinely interested

in finding new ways and taking new initi-

atives in bringing a better level of services

to people in the north. That gets me to the

next point, Mr. Speaker, which is a sort of

chicken and egg thing. What do you do?

Do you try to convince this government to

put some of their own funds in to act as an

incentive to get industry to locate in northern

Ontario; or does a particular community that

thinks they have economic development

potential on its doorstep build the services

into that community to make them attractive

and then try to develop an industrial strategy

for that particular area?

As the minister well knows, a good deal of

the problem we have in northern Ontario is

attracting professional people, whether they
be doctors, dentists or engineers of any

variety needed in the primary resources sec-

tor. We have a turnover of as much as 200 to

300 per cent in certain segments of our

industrial complex in the north because of

of our inability to retain people once we

get them into many northern communities.

As corny as it may sound, it all gets back

to this quality of life thing that we all are

so anxious to use. It seems to me that the

only way the government is going to materi-

ally and fundamentally change the opportun-
ities to attract industry in the north is in the

forestry sector to allocate a sufficient amount
of dollars to do all of the things that all of

the professions, whether they be in the

academic community or whether they be in

your ministries or whether they be out in

the private sector, agree must be done in

order to assure a good healthy and vibrant

future for our forestry sector.

[5:45]

Mr. S. Smith: A point of privilege.

iMr. Acting Speaker: Yes, the hon. mem-
ber may state his point of privilege.

Mr. S. Smith: A little earlier, the present

speaker, the member for Lake Nipigon,

suggested that our member for Nipissing was
incorrect in suggesting—I think his exact

words were "It's wrong to call Blind River

a ghost town." I wish to quote from last

night's debate in which the member for

Sudbury East (Mr. Martel) said, "What has

the government done to prevent ghost towns."

The hon. minister said, "Where are the

ghost towns." And the member for Sud-

bury East said, "Blind River, where there

isn't an industry left and you've had years

to do something about it."

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member
for Sudbury East is rising on a point of

privilege?

Mr. Martel: Yes, to speak to the Leader

of the Opposition's point of privilege: I

suggested last night that the government
had failed to respond to the needs and was

elaborating that there were no industries left.

That, in fact, is what I was alluding to.

There are no industries left in Blind River.

Mr. Roy: You said ghost town.

Mr. Martel: And I think the Liberal Leader

should read the rest of it rather than take

a few lines out of context.

<Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: The Leader of the Opposition
is pretty smooth at that.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member has stated his point of privilege.

The hon. member for Lake Nipigon will

continue.

Mr. Stokes: In order to ensure long-term

security and perpetuate life for the com-
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munities in northern Ontario that rely

wholly and solely on the forestry resources,

you are first of all going to have to make
much better use of the funds that are al-

ready available to ensure a sustained yield

and a high allowable cut in all the areas

that are being harvested.

The second thing your ministry must do

pertains to those communities that depend
for their existence upon a finite and non-

renewable resource. The largest community
in my riding owes its existence principally
to two mining companies. One of them closed

down in March leaving 173 people without

a job. About 20 of those people were
absorbed locally. The other 150 people—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It is bigger today than
it was then. Geraldton is bigger today than
it was then.

Mr. Stokes: I'm not talking about Gerald-

ton. I am talking about Manitouwadge. Will-

roy Mines closed in Manitouwadge, throwing
173 people out of jobs. Some of them were

absorbed locally. The vast majority of them

have already moved out or are in the process

of moving out.

The last remaining company still operating
in that community has about 525 employees.
It's a wholly-owned subsidiary of Noranda
Mines. We were told as late as a year ago
that there was a sufficient amount of ore to

sustain that operation for 25 to 30 years.

About two weeks ago, I read the annual

report for the Noranda group, and the latest

estimates are between 10 and 15 years.

Now that's 10 or 15 years down the road.

There is a very real possibility that we are

going to have to find an alternative for sus-

taining the economy of that community
within that time. What's going to happen to

the most affluent community, with the largest

population in the riding of Lake Nipigon,
unless you plan to do something about it

right now?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We want to do some-

thing for Red Lake but you won't let us.

Mr. Stokes: You can do something for

Red Lake, as long as you do it properly.
I've always said that at any time I have
ever had an opportunity to speak about it

in this Legislature.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Your leader is against
it.

Mr. Wildman: Do you mean you are

against the Hartt inquiry?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, not at all.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please, the hon.

members will refrain from interjecting in

order that the member for Lake Nipigon
can continue his remarks.

Mr. Stokes: What is going to happen to

a town like Atikokan, when Caland Ore

moves out and Steep Rock moves out? Some
of those with jobs will be absorbed by the

generating plant proposed by Ontario Hydro.
That's one community that has a partial

solution to a major problem in that one

community, but what are we going to do to

assist most of the communities in the north

unless we change our thinking with regard
to the allocation of taxes?

The resources sector in times like this is

on the bottom end of a very cyclical kind of

operation, that's inevitable when it comes to

primary resources; but what happens down
the road?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: How about the principle
of the bill, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Stokes: The principle of the bill? The
minister has been extolling the virtues of all

of the programs within the various ministries

over there and now I'm asking him to get
involved.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Taxation is not my bag.

Mr. Stokes: Taxation is not part of his

bag. I'm telling him it's going to have to be

part of his bag.
If we're going to have the same kind of

non-answers to very important problems all

the way down the road; if the minister is not

going to be accountable in a very major way
and in a very direct way for the policies that

have such a profound effect on those dormi-

tory communities in the north, all of which
owe their existence to our ability to manage
our resources sector; if he's not going to

address himself to those problems; if he's not

going to act as a co-ordinator and come down
and convince his cabinet colleagues, whether
it be the provincial Treasurer, whether it be

the Premier or whether it be the secretaries

of the various resource secretariats; if he isn't

going to act as our spokesman, I say there's

no reason for his being, absolutely none.

It's that lack of co-ordination in the past
that has led to the kind of laissez-faire atti-

tude toward northern communities. What
those people have done in the past is sit

down here in isolation and designed programs
they think in general terms meet the needs

of the greatest number of people in the prov-
ince of Ontario. Then they send their people
out to try to find people who will conform to

those concepts they have down here and those

programs they've designed.
What the minister has to do is to analyse

the special problems that places like Red

Lake, places like Atikokan, places like Mani-



JULY 7, 1977 549

touwaclge and places like Ignace are faced

with now and are going to be faced with in

the future and design programs that are going

to alleviate those problems so that we don't

have the kind of effect that has been the case

in the past with regard to the Blind Rivers,

with regard to the Cobalts, with regard to

the Geraldtons and to the Beardmores. We
just can't allow that to happen.

Let me give the minister one example, Lake

St. Joe: If that were to go in the next five to

10 years, since Canadian Pacific Railway have

get involved there is going to be a brand new

community with a brand new population of

5,000 to 10,000 people at least 50 miles from

any existing community, it's just inevitable

that there is going to be a brand new com-

munity. We're going to have people walking

away from existing communities with millions

and millions of dollars in infrastructure. A
good many of them will be walking away
from the only equity they've ever been able

to build up over a lifetime of work, that is

their home. We're going to have small busi-

nessmen picking up roots, leaving everything

they've got behind and trying to make a new
life 50 or 100 miles down the road. That

isn't what we want in northern Ontario, that

is no longer acceptable.
All the minister has to do is look at what

his friend Peter Lougheed is doing out in

Alberta. He knows with regard to finite re-

sources that he's going to reach the inevitable

day when he's going to have to look for an

alternative for his people; when all of the

natural gas is gone, when all of the oil is

gone and all of those things that make them
look as though they're riding high right now
are exhausted. He has a Heritage Fund. It's

well in excess of $2 billion. He just loaned

some of it to Frank Moores out in Newfound-
land.

He knows that somewhere down along the

road, whether it's 10 or 50 years, he's going
to have this nest egg that he can rely on to

be able to provide alternatives to his people.
But that's not what we're doing in northern

Ontario. When the finite resources are all

gone—all the non-renewable resources—then

what do we do? What are the people going
to say about the stewardship of the Hon. Leo
Bernier 15 or 20 or 30 years down the road?
Wr

hat was he doing when he was the Minister

of Natural Resources? What was he doing
when he was the new Minister of Northern

Affairs?

Mr. Wildman: Who knows.

Mr. Roy: Oh hell, they're saying that right
now.

Mr. Stokes: What are they going to be

saying?

Mr. Roy: They're saying that now, right

now. They're not saying very good things

about him.

Mr. Stokes: Well I'm not going to be that

uncharitable. I'm going to say that we still

have time to address ourselves to those kinds

of problems.

Mr. Wildman: Repent.

Mr. Stokes: But those problems are not

going to go away by themselves. It ill be-

hooves the minister to hide his head in the

sand and say, "Let somebody else take care

of it." He is the fellow on the spot, because

he has the responsibility for the management
of our primary resources right throughout this

province. He has had that responsibility.

He thinks that he has laid the groundwork
for his successor. I would question whether he

has laid the groundwork very well, because I

read the charter that contained the two-for-

one concept for the planting of trees, for the

good husbanding of our forestry resources in

the province of Ontario. I was kind of curious

about it, because in two lines they say—not-

withstanding the good shape of our forestry

resources, notwithstanding everything that's

been said by Armson, by Kennedy, by Hedlin-

Menzies, by the Ontario Economic Council,

by the Brodie report-they say we are going

to plant two trees for every one we cut down.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I draw

to the hon. member's attention the time.

Perhaps he could either conclude briefly or

adjourn the debate.

Mr. Stokes: All right. I just want to con-

trast that with the way Premier George Drew

said that in 1943. He said it so much better

in 1943—and it makes interesting reading,

what he said with regard to an overall strategy

with regard to the management of our re-

sources—he said it so much better and I'd

just like to remind the members that this was

something, as I said, that was said much better

34 years ago; nothing ever changes.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The chair recognizes

the hon. member for Algoma-Manitoulin. If

he would adjourn the debate.

Mr. Stokes: No, I am not finished.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I stand corrected. I

do not need to have the hon. member ad-

journ the debate. The chair will recognize

him after the dinner hour.

An hon. member: No, he is not finished.
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Mr. Acting Speaker: Oh. I understood the Mr. Acting Speaker: My apologies to the

member for Lake Nipigon had completed his hon. member for Lake Nipigon; I thought he

remarks. bad concluded.

Mr. Stokes: No. The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

MINISTRY OF NORTHERN
AFFAIRS ACT

(concluded)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on

the motion for second1

reading of Bill 21,

An Act to establish the Ministry of Northern

Affairs.

Mr. Acting Speaker: When we adjourned
at 6 o'clock, the hon. member for Lake

Nipigon was still continuing his debate. I

regret again that I didn't recognize the fact

that he hadn't completed. I give him the

floor at this time.

Mr. Stokes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

don't know what kind of inference I should

take from the word "still." However, I'll be

very brief; it is not my intention to rehash

anvthing that has been said before.

I have always been willing to co-operate
with any minister and any new initiative

that he might choose to take and, in keeping
with this approach in my response to the

announcement by the government that this

new ministry was to be set up, I said: "Fine,
let's give it an opportunity to work. Let's

give him a shopping list and hope he will

heed the advice of fellow northerners." I'm

about to do that right now.
I want to give the minister a shopping

list for an overall industrial and land-use

strategy for all of the province of Ontario-

something that we in northern Ontario can

relate to and something that will reverse the

trend of this ever-increasing industrialization

around the Golden Horseshoe.

In order to accomplish that, I hope the

minister will stop trying to import southern

solutions to northern problems. All too often,
we have somebody down here in the ivory
tower ordaining what must be done on be-

half of the north, when all of the time we
as northerners know that we need initiatives,

new programs and new approaches to prob-
lems in the north from a northerner's vantage
point.

I'm not suggesting for one moment that

we can do everything in the north in isola-

tion. We can't be isolationists, but I often

say that the problems in the north are the
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result of the south having too much of what
we don't have enough of in the north. If we
have a better balance in the economic

growth of the province, a good many of our

problems would automatically be resolved

in the north.

We need new programs, new incentives, to

redress the high cost of doing things in the

north. I know you can't do it wholly and

solely on your own, I think that if we arc

ever going to come into our own in the

north, we have to invoke the assistance

and the aid of the federal government in

order to redress the inequitable transporta-
tion costs in the north. I think it's fair to

say that everything we do in the north costs

that much more because of the tremendous

distances that are involved 1

;
because we are

that much farther away from the major

markets; and because a lot of the suppliers

for secondary and tertiary materials are

located down here in the Golden Horseshoe.

The provincial government, in concert with

the federal government, must rationalize and

equalize, and where possible and where

necessary provide incentives by way of trans-

portation costs and tariff's in order to make
the north more attractive for secondary and

tertiary industry. In order to redress the

balance of the high cost of living in the

north, we must make every effort to equalize

the cost of home heating oil and the cost of

gasoline, whioh are so important in view of

the tremendous distances that we have to

travel and the unusually low temperatures

that we experience in the north.

Mr. Nixon: How much is gasoline in

Schreiber today?

Mr. Stokes: It is $1.04 a gallon.

Mr. Nixon: A shame.

Mr. Stokes: In the heartland of Canada,

right along the Canadian Pacific Railway and

right along the main Trans-Canada Highway,
we are paying anywhere from 12 to 16 cents

a gallon more; this is so in my home town

of Schreiber and it's even worse in some other

areas.

Mr. Nixon: Schreiber, did you say?

Mr. Stokes: Schreiber, that's what I said.

Mr. Nixon: You have been converted.
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Mr. Stokes: In order to attract people in

ever-increasing numbers and trying to con-

vince them that the north is a good place to

live in, we must provide more money for an

infrastructure for those communities that lack

the economic base to do it themselves.

I read the banner story in the Toronto
Star yesterday afternoon in which it was re-

ported that the Premier (Mr. Davis) and the

mayor of the city of Toronto opened a brand
new recreational facility down near the Ash-

bridges Bay plant. Fifty per cent of the cost

of that new facility—a marina, a recreational

facility—50 per cent of that came from the

Ministry of Natural Resources; we can't even

get the money to repair a small dock in a

small town like Kashabowie that doesn't have

any other facility.

Mr. Nixon: My paper says "MPP's Raise
Salaries 35 per cent"

Mr. McClellan: Thirty-two per cent.

Mr. Stokes: These are the kinds of ap-
proaches to problems facing people in the
north to which this ministry has to address
itself. We need a dramatic improvement in

transportation and communications facilities

iu order to get the people in northern On-
tario into the mainstream of things, because
the distances are there. We must get people
to and from their jobs more quickly and more
safely. Transportation and communications is

the name of the game today in northern On-
tario. This is another initiative that this

ministry must take.

Another initiative is to provide funding for
the Unorganized Communities Association of
Northwestern Ontario. The minister right now
has their budget on his desk. I suspect he is

trying to weasel out of it. If we are really
serious about helping those 50,000 people who
live in unorganized communities in northern
Ontario we must be serious about providing
them with the funding so that they will be in
a position to help themselves. If there is any
one organization that has demonstrated an
ability to do things for itself wherever possible,
it's that organization. The minister has recog-
nized this for a long while and I think it's

absolutely essential that he provide the neces-

sary funding for the Unorganized Communi-
ties Associations of Northwestern and North-
eastern Ontario if he is genuine and sincere
in his efforts to help those people.
The final thing I would like to say to the

minister is that as a result of the new intia-

tives, as a result of the $120-million budget
he now has, people are going to be looking
to his taking new initiatives and new ap-
proaches to existing problems in the north. If

he is serious, I think it's absolutely essential
that meetings be convened at regular intervals

where he would seek the assistance, the
counsel and the advice of the northern mem-
bers of this Legislature on a regular basis, in

concert with civil servants who have a primary
responsibility for the delivery of services in

the north, right from the assistant deputy
minister level down to top civil servants such
as the regional directors. I would even sug-
gest that it might be appropriate to include
the hon. member for Cochrane North (Mr.

Brunelle), who is the Provincial Secretary for

Resources Development, who seems to have
an overview over a good many of the pro-

grams and who has the responsibility for co-

ordinating the efforts of a good many minis-

tries within this government.
If we were to have a vehicle whereby we

could sit down together on a more or less

non-partisan basis with the Minister of North-

ern Affairs, the Provincial Secretary for Re-
sources Development, the Minister of Housing
(Mr. Rhodes), the top level civil servants and
all of the members from whatever riding of

whatever political stripe in this Legislature,
we should assign ourselves the task of sitting

down together on a regular basis and assessing
the new initiatives that will be taken by this

ministry, reviewing them, adapting them to

suit local conditions; then we will be well on
the way to justifying the setting up and1 the

added expenditure resulting from the creation

of this new ministry with its $120-million

budget. I think that before too long we could

come back and say collectively that we have
done something worthwhile on behalf of the

people of the north.

There is the minister's shopping list. If he
is really sincere, he will have our assistance,

he will have our encouragement and he will

have our help. The ball is in his court; now
let's get on with serving the needs of the

people of northern Ontario.

Mr. Lane: I would like to make a few
comments on this bill to establish a Ministry
of Northern Affairs. As most members know,
I have a very great interest in the bill. As a

matter of fact, I think if I hadn't been so

persistent, we probably wouldn't be here at

this particular point in time discussing the

bill.

Mr. Cunningham: You should have been
the minister.

Mr. Germa: Good politics.

Mr. Lane: I was very happy last February
when the Premier (Mr. Davis) announced the

new ministry. I was also very happy when he
announced that the member for Kenora (Mr.

Bernier) was going to be the first minister for

the north. I won't be standing behind him

lecturing him the way people across the way
have been this last number of hours, because
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I feel he is a man of experience and a north-

erner. He has had several portfolios in the

cabinet. I don't think he has to be lectured

as to what his responsibilities are. I am sure

he knows what they are. I am prepared to

think he is going to carry them out with some
diligence.

The only thing I will say is that if a year
or two from now the ministry hasn't produced
the way I think it should, then I will be on
the minister's back, but not at this time.

Mr. Roy: Don't hold your breath.

Mr. Lane: I am a very honest type of an
individual. I spoke in this House a couple of

years ago and I spoke several times since

about the need for this ministry. The first

elected member to agree with me in the

House was the member for Rainy River (Mr.

Reid). I am sorry that he is not here tonight
to hear me make a good comment about him.

Mr. Cunningham: He's planting trees.

Mr. Lane: He did say about a year and a

half ago that he was listening to what I was

saying and that we did need this type of a

ministry for the north. Last night I didn't

altogether agree with everything that he said,

but he said much that made considerable

sense and I still feel he supports the ministry
in total.

[8:15]

I was a little upset last night to hear the
member for London Centre (Mr. Peterson)
make some negative remarks about the minis-

try. Of course his being a southerner I sup-
pose I can excuse him. He was saying out of

one side of his mouth that this should have

happened many years ago, but he's saying
out of trie other side that it won't work. How
do we know it's not going to work until we
try it? I've heard that so many times that I'm

getting a little confused1

as to—

Mr. Roy: Your track record is no hell.

Mr. Lane: —how people make decisions

before the event.

Last night the member for Sudbury East

(Mr. Martel) read at some length a very nega-
tive type of editorial. I'm not going to do that

tonight, but I am going to read just a little

bit of an editorial here because it concerns
Elliot Lake. The member seems to feel that

I'm not a very welcome visitor to Elliot Lake
in spite of the fact that I won it on June 9.

While the member from Sudbury is not in

his seat, I'm sure he'll read the record to-

morrow. He used to practically live there, but
since the 1975 election he only goes back as

a guest speaker, so he really hasn't got too

much interest in Elliot Lake after all.

In any case, on January 8, 1976, which was
some 13 months before the ministry came into

being, the editorial of the Elliot Lake Standard
said: "John Lane MPP Algoma-Manitoulin, is

on our New Year's honour list. He deserves
a bouquet for his recent proposal concerning
the Ministry for Northern Ontario." I'm not

going to read any more.
I could read1 more. Do you want me to

read more?

Mr. Roy: No. no; please.

Mr. Leluk: Albert, are you the new leader

over there?

Mr. Roy: It's got to be nauseating when
you read your own editorials.

Mr. Lane: It goes on to say: "It's to Mr.
Lane's credit that he has glimpsed what could
be possible with such a ministry. Now would

everyone who is interested back up the MPP
with a letter to support this very worthy New
Year's cause."

Many of the people who have had a lot to

say about this ministry have done nothing
about it really. I've talked about it a lot. I

went on radio with the major of Sudbury a

year ago last January and the mayor of that

time supported me in it. I went on TV with

tire member for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes)

last winter, on the Judy LaMarsh Program,
and we dliscussed it there. I sent out over 300
letters to municipalities, Indian bands, Cham-
bers of Commerce, Women's Institutes and
other groups in the north, and out of the

replies I got 75 per cent of them supported
the ministry, 11 per cent said no we don't

need it and 14 per cent said we'd like the

idea but we want to have more information

about it. That's a little bit about the effort

that I've put into it. Some of the people who
are being very critical of it at this point in

time have really not put any effort into it at

all except to criticize it.

I have been communicating with the

people. I know that they do want it, and

I'm a little disturbed to think that the member
for Nickel Belt (Mr. Laughren) and the mem-
ber for Sudbury East have both taken a great

amount of time in this House and other places

to write and talk about the need not being

there, they don't want anything to happen.

Yet I know that these guys are good mem-
bers. They know what the needs are in north-

ern Ontario, the same as most other northern

members do, the same as I do.

Mr. McClellan: Support the amendments.

Mr. Lane: But unfortunately they don't

v/ant anything done about it.

Mr. McClellan: Support the amendments.

Mr. Wildman: Yes; we want amendments,

John.

Mr. Lane: So they fought me when I was

trying to get the ministry formed. I can
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excuse the leader, Mr. Lewis, because he was
not a northerner but I have no excuse for

the northern people. They knew why the

ministry was needed but they fought me; and

they lost out, because on February 3 Premier

Davis brought the ministry into being. So

then they started to fight the minister and 1

tried to discredit the minister. When they
found out that he was a very popular man up
north and the people wouldn't buy that, they
tried to discredit the locations.

When Mr. Lewis was in Sault Ste. Marie

one day during the election, somebody asked

him about the Ministry of Northern Affairs

and the location, and somebody said, where

would you have put it? He said, "I couldn't

have made a better choice myself." Yet that

is not what we hear from across the street.

Mr. Germa: Whose riding was that?

Mr. Philip: No one was trying to tell you
where to put it, John.

Mr. Lane: I have heard it said that the

offices were put in Kenora and Sault Ste.

Marie for political reasons.

Mr. Germa: That is not pork-barrelling, eh?

Mr. Wildman: You don't recall him saying
that.

Mr. Leluk: Not your riding, Bud.

Mr. Lane: The Minister of Northern Affairs

(Mr. Bernier) and the Minister of Housing
(Mr. Rhodes) had no trouble getting re-

elected. If we wanted to make political marks,
we would have put it some place where we
wanted to win a seat. Obviously that was not
the reason for where it is.

Mr. Germa: That is not how you work;
pork-barrelling.

Mr. Cunningham: To keep the seat.

Mr. Lane: I am not going to talk at any
length tonight, because too many people have
talked too long already. The north is very
near and dear to me, as I have said. I have
worked hard to get this ministry. Many hon.
members have heard me speak on many
occasions, and I have had a fair bit of sup-
port from a number of them. But I'm con-
cerned about two members of the third party
who have really taken me to task several
times-not the two that I have mentioned. I

heard one gentleman say last night that he
would vote for the bill on second reading but
he would vote against it on third reading un-
less the minister adopted the five or six

amendments he wanted to make. To that

gentleman, and to all hon. members, I say
that I have read this bill, and it is broad
enough and good enough to cover the things
that need to be done under this ministry. I

challenge the people of the third party to vote

against this bill on third reading.

Mr. Roy: I just want to make a few com-
ments on the bill, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Germa: Are you running for office?

Mr. Roy: No, I am not running for office.

It is just that I find it somewhat nauseating
to hear some of the things coming from across

the House, and I think we should put some

things on record about what some of my
colleagues have been saying. Frankly, I

thought that the member for Rainy River

(Mr. Reid') made an excellent speech last

night; he pointed out some of the things that

were of concern.

I have listened to the speeches of some of

my colleagues on my left and, although they
were critical, they have reason to be critical

about some of the things that go on in this

area. I especially underline what the member
for Sudbury said about section 8 of the bill

and the powers that are given under the regu-

lations; that always concerns me. I think those

were valid comments he made about the

ministry, and I don't see why the member for

Algoma-Manitoulin should get all exercised

because some member is critical about a par-
ticular part of a bill. My colleague the mem-
ber for London Centre also made certain

comments, which I think were very valid as

well.

The government has a history of creating
ministries which are supposed to get things

together and make them more efficient, but

the plans never work out that way. This whole

policy secretariat was supposed to be most

efficient, and yet year after year was are

wasting $5 million. More than ever, I am
convinced that the reason for these ministries

is basically to keep a few people in good jobs,

to keep these people at the proper salary of

$40,000 or whatever a minister gets. We have

tcld the government that this approach doesn't

work, and the government has admitted it

doesn't work.

This Ministry of Northern Affairs, as my
colleague from London Centre has said, is

supposed to be going to take away things

from certain ministries and develop a cohesive

approach to the north. But, as he has pointed

out, we don't see any reduction in any other

ministry. I think he raises something that is

very valid: If we are going to take some

things from other ministries and1 develop a

cohesive approach how come there is no re-

duction in the other ministries? I think these

art valid comments.

Mr. Breithaupt: Because the whole is

greater than its parts.
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Mr. Roy: I don't intend to spend too much
time on this, Mr. Speaker, but I think I must

say this for the record: It may well be, as

some of my colleagues around here have said,

that the Ministry of Northern Affairs is a

good thing. But what makes us cynical on this

side is that this ministry was created a short

time before the election. We know that the

Premier and the people on that side of the

House are prepared to say anything come
election time.

Mr. Cunningham: You can say that again.

Mr. Roy: And if one wants evidence of that,

just look at the charter. There is the best

evidence of that. It is a political thing, and,

although it may well have some merit, what
makes us extremely cynical on this side is that

at the same time as he was creating a Ministry
of Northern Affairs, the Premier named! the

member for Kenora as the Minister of North-

ern Affairs.

That's where, in my opinion, there is a

contradiction. How can the Premier be dedi-

cated and say he is objective in his approach
and wants to do something for the north when
he puts in there somebody, as my colleague
from Rainy River said, whose track record is

as bad as his? That's where there is a lack

of credibility. I think that has to go on the

record because of the minister's record in the

past. He can make all the signs he wants but

he knows what he is. He has failed in other

ministries and they found him a job and he
should feel very fortunate to have that job.

That's basically what it is.

Mr. Grossman: He is competent; don't you
wish you could1 feel the same? Eat your heart

out.

Mr. Roy: I don't want to get into the minis-

ter's track record and relate some of the things
he said about provincial parks, as well as his

record on pollution and on the question of

miners.

Mr. Pope: You had better talk about some-

thing else.

Mr. Roy: I'm not afraid of saying it. He
can't come back on me. In my riding, I don't

think he can do very much.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You are not responsible,
that is why.

Mr. Roy: I am not responsible? Do you
know what you are? You are a political reject,

that's what you are. They have given you a

job and if I was you—
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Perhaps

we could debate the principle of the bill.

Mr. Roy: I think that is the principle of the

bill, that minister there.

Mr. Pope: Maybe some day we will take a

shot at you too.

Mr. Roy: Frankly, Mr. Speaker, these things
have to be said. I think the less the minister

says when he is sitting there to the comments
he gets from various members, the better it

should be, because he is very fortunate to

have that job. Certainly he doesn't deserve it

and his record is not one which would en-

courage or make anybody enthusiastic about

giving him that position.

Maybe I'm wrong, and I hope the minister

proves I am wrong and becomes a success,

but I tell him I am not all that optimistic
when I look at some of the things that hap-
pened in the past.

I want to say, and I think it should go on
the record, that my colleague from Rainy
River said the person who might save the

minister is his deputy. I really hope so. Look-

ing at his record in various ministries and
some of the things he has done, I can't be all

that hopeful or I can't be all that enthusiastic

about the government's dedication towards
the north.

Mr. Germa: I would1 be remiss in my duties

if I didn't rise to speak on this bill, even

though a lot of words have already flowed on
the bill, but as the representative of Sudbury,
the pearl city of northern Ontario, it is en-

cumbent on me to bring some views to the

Legislature on the introduction of this bill.

It is important, before we go to the bill, to

understand the political realities that sur-

rounded the introduction of this particular

piece of legislation. It is not my style to

impute motives—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The understatement of

the year.

Mr. Germa: —but I am highly suspicious of

the motivation behind the introduction of

this bill.

If we look at reality we have the Conserva-

tive Party in northern Ontario facing decima-

tion. They have to pull the fat out of the fire

in a hurry in order to maintain any semblance

of credibility in the northern part of the prov-
ince. They searched and searched through
their bag of tricks and came up with the

trick known as the Ministry of Northern

Affairs, which in my mind is going to turn

out to be the ministry of false hope.

From this false hope I think will come
further violent resentment from northern On-

tario. We must also understand that the re-

sentment of northern Ontario is so high that

we have a party in northern Ontario led by a

Conservative who advocates separation of the

northern part of the province from the south-

ern part of the province. This movement is
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growing. It's unfortunate that this government
has seen fit to neglect the northern part of the

province to the degree that there are a group
of people who would advocate separatism,
balkanization of the province.

This government just fails to come through
with programs which are going to alleviate

the alienation. I am sure the minister knows
that the leader of this separatist party, Mr.

Diebel, a Tory from North Ray, is on the

North Ray council as of this moment. He is

now in a political position to push further

his advocacy of separation. This is the kind
of problem we in northern Ontario have been

facing as a result of the lost direction of the

Conservative Party.

[8:30]

To elaborate further on this feeling of re-

sentment, in Sudbury on February 5, 1975,
there was a conference called at Laurentian

University and many dignitaries came from all

over Canada to speak to us about regional

development in the northern part of the prov-
ince. One of the dignitaries there was Mr.
G. L. Ruber, who is the chairman of the On-
tario Economic Council. He had toured north-

ern Ontario from Kenora to Moose Factory
and when he was addressing this conference

in Sudbury just one year ago, he said these

words, and I'm quoting:
"I further concluded that the sense of frus-

tration in northern Ontario is very deep, and
indeed1

, in many instances verges on bitterness.

This bitterness is rooted in the sense of being
neglected by southern Ontario."

And this man by no stretch of the imagina-
tion can be called a rebel. Rut the govern-
ment has given us no choice in northern
Ontario. The only choice that I have as a
northerner is to remain a victim or become
a rebel, and I have chosen to become
a rebel. I just refuse to accept any more of
the dictates that have come out or this gov-
ernment for the past 34 years.

The minister chosen, while he is a very
affable fellow and is well known in northern
Ontario, he's criss-crossed the northern part
of the province demonstrating his incompe-
tence, and I'm sure that he will continue to
demonstrate his lack of capacity to do the

job that is called for from him.

Mr. Cunningham: Leo for governor.

Mr. Germa: If you can imagine, Mr.
Speaker, the task that this government has
handed this person. He's going to be an ex-

pert on welfare, an expert on health, an ex-

pert on transportation; on the 24 ministries.
This man is supposed, by some magic of a
piece of legislation, to acquire the expertise
to deliver all of the services of all the various

ministries of the province of Ontario. I would
suggest that all that was required was that
the ministers who were then in place should
have seen that the services were delivered,
then we would not have the necessity of this

secondary level of bureaucracy. To think that
we have to put our faith in this kind of a

Mickey Mouse program is just something that
I reject.

The bill, the way it stands now, is abso-

lutely empty and devoid of any purposes. If

my friends to the right have the courage of
their convictions, I'm sure they will come
forward, when the amendments are put for-

ward by the member for Sudbury East, to

give this bill a little backbone, to give this

minister something to be responsible for, to

give this minister a challenge through which
he's going to have to correct the situation in

northern Ontario.

One of the major problems I see in the

north that the minister has to address him-
self to is the one-industry town. Many dozens
of towns in northern Ontario grow because of

a forest, they grow because of an ore body
and there's no other purpose for their exis-

tence. We all know that once you start mining
an ore body that every ton is one ton closer

to the last ton. We have not taken any pre-
cautions to ensure that these towns will have

any viability once the ore body has been

depleted.

At the conference I was speaking of in

February, 1976, one of the other people who
addressed us was a person in a position of

influence in the city of Sudbury, Mr. Andrew
Lacroix, who is the chairman of the Sudbury
Regional Development Corporation. In his

address to the assembly he tried to enunciate

a policy that the government of Ontario could

adopt. He said that the government of On-
tario, were it to adopt the policy that he was

writing, would go a long way to solving the

problems which we are facing.

The ghost towns that were mentioned are

not really ghost towns in the sense that no
one lives there any more, but the people who
do live there do so without purpose. The only
thing that moves in the town is when some-

body moves around the corner of the building
to stay in the sunshine. There's nothing else

to do.

Anyway, Mr. Lacroix said that the policy
that should be adopted should read in this

fashion, and I'm quoting now:

"It is this government's policy to ensure

that maximum benefits are returned to the

areas producing non-renewable resources be-

fore these resources are depleted, the objec-
tive being to reinvest a sufficient portion of

the benefits derived from such primary in-
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dustries to ensure that the communities will

be able to maintain a real and useful existence

without external aid as these resources be-

come depleted."
That is the kind of a city that I was born

and grew up in. I know that the day is com-

ing when the 100,000 people in the city of

Sudbury are going to face absolute unemploy-
ment because we know that while the ore

body has existed for some 40 or 50 years,

its life expectancy right now is something be-

tween 20 and 30 years. And yet not one step
has been taken to ensure that there is going
to be a continuance of economic activity in

the city of Sudbury once the ore body is

depleted.
Another problem facing many of the com-

munities in the north is the fact that we are

a branch plant economy. Whether we're a

branch plant economy of the United States

or a branch plant economy of the southern

part of the province makes no difference, be-

cause by being in that position, the wealth

generated as the result of the extraction of

the resource is removed from the area from
whence it was derived.

We know from long experience that a town
or a city is just not a viable community on
miners' wages or lumberworkers' wages. We
need the high wages of executives. We need
the high wages of research. We need the

high wages of development. And yet we have
been treated just like slaves in that our job is

to produce the wealth and remove it from
the community; and consequently the services

which we enjoy, or which we do not enjoy,
are just not available.

The regional municipality of Sudbury right

now is $131 million in debt. In the past 12

months, they have not been able to do one

capital project because they have reached the

maximum of their borrowing powers. If they
were to proceed further, I'm sure they would
have to go into receivership. This is a city

which has produced millions of tons of nickel,

copper and 13 other elements over the past
50 years; and yet here we sit today, abso-

lutely strapped as far as cash is concerned.

The lack of medical services has been cited

very often in this House and I would just

like to bring a couple of statistics to the

attention of the House. I've spoken to this

problem before, and that is the problem of

expert medical services in the city of Sud-

bury.

In the area of cancer, the Princess Mar-

garet Hospital is the centrepiece of the gov-
ernment of Ontario's cancer treatment pro-
gram; and yet we know that there are more
than 500 people, new patients, who are dis-

covered yearly and are brought to Toronto

in order to receive treatment. Despite the

fact it was brought to the attention of the

government by the Cancer Institute of On-
tario that no further construction should go
ahead in Toronto—that this should be diver-

sified into the northern part of the province—
in 1976 we have 199 new cancer patients
from Sudbury district, 80 from Timiskaming
district, 127 from Algoma district, 119 from
Cochrane. Right there is a catchment area

with enough patients to make viable a cancer

institute in the city of Sudbury or some part
of northeastern Ontario.

This is part of the source of alienation and
part of the reason why the people in northern

Ontario are alienated. I just resent that be-
cause we were facing an election, the Premier

(Mr. Davis), on February 3, got up and
made this great announcement about the

appointment of this ministry. I think in his

statement to the House he identifies why
something had to be done. In his statement
he said:

"Northern Ontario, which encompasses
almost 90 per cent of the land area of

Ontario, being larger in size than the four

Maritime provinces, houses one-tenth of the

province's population." That is the problem
which the government has not addressed itself

to. The expanse of northern Ontario, the

miles that we have to travel, the expense of

travel, the climatic conditions—all have not

been addressed. Yet the government puts in

a program like this Which is not going to solve

the problem. Considering the economics and
the wealth that is produced up there, is it

any wonder I've chosen to be a rebel rather

than a victim?

The Premier went on to say: "Its economic

importance is highlighted by the fact that

the value of the province's tourism, forest and

mineral production from northern Ontario

totalled almost $5 billion in 1976."

That is the result of our work—$5 billion

a year. Yet you've heard the member foi

Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) tell you that the

dental car makes its circuit once every seven

years. Every seven years, in some parts of

Ontario, a dentist might come to your com-

munity so that you can receive service.

I don't know why the northern part of

the province hasn't separated long ago.

Mr. Stokes: We have a dental car service

that is putting partial plates into the mouths
of Grade 8 students.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That is not the gov-
ernment's fault. It is from eating chips and

pop.

Mr. Germa: Those are my feelings on this

particular bill. I would hope that the gov-

ernment, when it hears the amendments, will
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consider accepting the amendments so that

this minister will have some responsibility to

deliver.

The way it is now, it just seems to be a

pasture for the minister. It's a retread job.

We know that he was finished in his other

portfolio. His incompetence there was demon-
strated in the Elliot Lake debacle; the sinter

plant debacle in Sudbury; the debacle in

the asbestos mill in Matachewan; and1 the

mercury pollution in the English and Wabi-

goon river systems. The history of death and
destruction that this minister has allowed
to happen in northern Ontario just does not

recommend him to this particular job.

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. member for

Cochrane South.

Mr. Pope: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is

my pleasure to rise to present, on behalf of

my riding of Cochrane South, my support
for this bill. I do not think any members of

this House perceive this bill as a total solu-

tion of special problems which we in northern
Ontario face, but rather as an instrument
on the ministerial and administrative level

through which the demands of the people of

northern Ontario and their representatives in

this House may be forcefully presented. It

will increase the commitment of other min-
istries of this government to northern On-
tario and help to make the programs of their

respective ministries work in northern
Ontario.

The bill will also be an addition to the
efforts of the members of this House, from
all political parties, who represent the people
of northern Ontario. I, for one, do not in-

tend to have all of my requests for govern-
ment action and assistance to my riding and
to northern Ontario merely denied by other
ministries because it is not in their jurisdic-

tion, or slotted solely into one ministry,
namely the Ministry of Northern Affairs. Nor
do I perceive this as the intention of the

Ministry of Northern Affairs.

The intention of the Ministry of Northern
Affairs is to be in daily contact, on an ad-
ministrative level, with other departments;
and with our minister in cabinet dealing with
other ministers, the ministry will be acting
as a watershed for the special problems of
northern Ontario. Through this process, the

perception of the people of northern Ontario
of their government and its ministers will be
brought, perhaps, more forcefully to the
attention of the government.

[8:45]

There can be no doubt, as was described
in the Ontario Economic Council report of
1976 on northern Ontario development, that
northern Ontario faces problems with the

pattern of urban settlement presently deter-

mined by resource availability, transportation
systems and industrial services. This kind of

development has resulted in dispersed settle-

ment throughout northern Ontario. The result

is isolation and lower labour force participa-
tion than in any other part of the province.
In fact, it appears clear that growth of indus-
trial output has not been matched by growth
of employment resulting from this increased

output. It is also clear that as a result of
these problems, population growth is slower
in northern Ontario than in the province as a

whole.

However, I do not accept the concept ad-
vanced by the Ontario Economic Council
that the government has a limited influence
in determining the rate and pattern of

regional development due to the limited

capacity of the government to influence the

environment of the north. I note with some
satisfaction that the government believes it

does have a great capacity to influence re-

gional development. In fact the new ministry
will have ministerial responsibility in many
areas which will influence regional develop-
ment, including the allocation of regional

priority grants, the development of townsites,
the development of resource transportation

programs, the proliferation and improvement
of resource access roads, aid and assistance to

isolated communities, priorities for northern
road construction programs, direct control

over the Ontario Northland Transportation

Commission, input into the provision of basic

municipal services, development of industrial

parks, and a setting up of regional and dis-

trict offices to more adequately serve the

people of northern Ontario.

It is true that in terms of conditional and
unconditional grants to municipalities, and

special northern Ontario assistance grants, to-

gether with other programs sponsored by the

Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Inter-

governmental Affairs, northern Ontario in

some aspects does get special consideration

and certainly a higher level of subsidization

for municipal services, municipalities and

boards of education than is available else-

where in the province. But to understand

the magnitude of financial assistance and

special government consideration that is re-

quired, we must remember that northern On-
tario comprises 90 per cent of the total land

area of Ontario. Consider that point when

comparing special grants made available to

northern Ontario municipalities and boards

of education in proportion to the total finan-

cial commitment to all municipalities in On-

tario.
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It is also true that the commitment of the

Ministry of Health to pay five-sixths of the

cost of construction, rather than two-thirds

as is the case in other areas of the province,

is also recognition of special problems in

northern Ontario. But again, compare basic

health services in the north and those in the

rest of Ontario, and the distances that must

be travelled by the people of northern On-

tario to obtain basic health services.

Mr. Stokes: You sound like Bill Ferrier.

Mr. Pope: A comparison will reveal the

amount of services and facilities in health

care that are available and easily accessible

to the people of southern Ontario.

Mr. Reid: There's a man who should cross

the floor.

Mr. Pope: I, as a representative—you do
need another representative from northern

Ontario over there-

Mr. Reid: We do.

Mr. Pope: I, as a representative from
Cochrane South, on behalf of the people of

Timmins, Iroquois Falls, Black River, Mathe-

son, Ramore and Holtyre, am aware of the

areas in which I feel this government must

move, through the Ministry of Northern

Affairs as a co-ordinating body and through
the other ministries-

Mr. Mackenzie: We'll see how much they
do move.

Mr. Pope: —if we are truly to establish

economic prosperity and social opportunity
for the people of northern Ontario.

For instance, it is clear that northern On-
tario retailers pay approximately eight per
cent of the total retail price of food products
for transportation, whereas the average per-

centage cost for transportation in southern

Ontario is approximately five per cent.

Mr. Cunningham: Leo will fix that.

Mr. Pope: This disparity is not reflected in

all food products, as there are many food

products on which there is one unit price

throughout all of Ontario. However, there are

food products which do reflect this disparity.

In addition, while we hear much discussion
from all members of all parties in this House
concerning the loss of agricultural land in

southern Ontario, there exists in northern On-
tario a vast potential for economic agricul-
tural production which has not as yet been

fully utilized. In fact, we have in my riding,

specifically around the towns of Matheson,
Val Gagne and Iroquois Falls, and in the

Connaught area, lands which were originally

granted under The Veterans' Land Act pro-
gram to our veterans for agricultural pur-
poses; yet because of the economy of size

in an age of agricultural mechanization, and
because of a lack of marketing facilities and

opportunities in northern Ontario, these lands

have been abandoned and reverted to either

the provincial government or to the munic-

ipalities in my riding.

One of the first priorities for the Ministry
of Northern Affairs, as I see it, is the estab-

lishment in northeastern Ontario of a north-

ern Ontario food terminal, which would not

only reheve the pressure on the Ontario food
terminal in Toronto but which would cut

down on transportation costs, bome both by
the northern Ontario consumer and by all

the consumers of Ontario. A local farmer
could then sell his product to the food ter-

minal in northern Ontario, thereby cutting
down his transportation costs. Also, a whole-
saler operating through such a food terminal

could cut down on his transportation costs,

and therefore costs of food products sold to

the retail chains in northern Ontario.

Of equal importance, the establishment of

a food terminal would stimulate agricultural

development and research in northeastern

Ontario and lead once again to a viable

agricultural industry in the Cochrane clay

belt, one of the most fertile agricultural areas

in Ontario, indeed in Canada.

Regarding the question of energy, I see

one priority of the Ministry of Northern
Affairs has been the development, through
the investment of the Ontario Energy Corpo-
ration, of direct flow generation facilities—that

is, electrical plants which generate electricity
from the direct current of streams and rivers

situated in northeastern and northwestern

Ontario—and through the development of

lignite deposits in northeastern Ontario.

We in the north, I submit, suffer more
from high heating costs than other regions of

the province. Indeed, heating costs of $600
for a three-month period in the wintertime

are not uncommon for a young family to

bear. The question arises as to the means

by which heating costs can be held down,
without reducing our potential for develop-
ment of new energy sources in the future by
a short-sighted program of economic cut-

backs.

I believe that the new Ministry of North-
ern Affairs should have some input to the

Ministry of Energy regarding current and
future commitments of the Ontario Energy
Corporation to northern Ontario. Such de-

velopment would also create more jobs for

the people in my riding and add to the

general economic well-being of the entire

region.

I believe that, particularly in the area of

transportation, the new Ministry of Northern
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Affairs should have some impact. I suggest

that the Ministry of Northern Affairs im-

mediately re-examine the system of per capita

allocations, regional allocations and traffic

count systems which are presently used to

determine road construction, road main-

tenance, road by-passes, bridge construction

and the installation of traffic lights in north-

ern Ontario. Southern Ontario standards

simply cannot be used to determine the

needs in northern Ontario. Total daily traffic

counts do not indicate in any way the prob-
lems faced by workers heading to and from

Texasgulf, for instance, in the city of Tim-
mins at specific peak times.

Mr. Wildman: You see all the problems,

why don't you do something about them?

Mr. Pope: I see all the problems and I see

that they have existed for a long time, and I

see that you fellows have done nothing
about it. You have done nothing about it

except bitch.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: And he's going to do
something about it.

An hon. member: You have been the gov-
ernment for 34 years.

Interjections.

Mr, Mackenzie: You want to be careful

about what you say about your colleagues.

Mr. Germa: That just tells me how rotten

that gang is.

Mr. Pope: Financial allocations for the

construction of a two-lane highway, such as

Highway 144, do not indicate in any way
the actual needs for wider shoulders and
wider pavement required because of drain

and weather conditions faced by the people
of northern Ontario.

Mr. Germa: It's worse than I thought it

was.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Ottawa Valley north-

erner; how long have you been up there,
two years?

Mr. Wildman: Oh come on, 10 years.

'Mr. Pope: Allocations for road maintenance
must not only be based on usage but also

bo based on the real need for access roads
for the people of northern Ontario. As well,
the special problems in maintaining pave-
ments because of weather conditions and

heavy frost in northern Ontario must be
considered.

There is a real job ahead of the Ministry
of Northern Affairs in aligning the trans-

portation systems presently under the con-
trol of the Ministry of Transportation and
Communications—namely, norOntair and the

Ontario Northland railroad—with the trans-

portations systems by road, air or rail present-

ly under the jurisdiction of the federal gov-
ernment.

The norOntair flight schedule is out of date

and there are no easy connecting flights in

Sudbury and North Bay at the present time.

Also, Air Canada has recently indicated it is

changing not only its time schedule but also

its routing system throughout northern On-
tario. The north urgently needs a study of

the existing norOntair structure and the pos-
sible future demands of additional air serv-

ice, including jet air service, in view of some

attempts by Air Canada in the past few

years to withdraw its services from northern

Ontario.

The new Northlander train, which is so

ably serving the people of Iroquois Falls,

Porquis Junction and Matheson in my riding,

must continue to be improved. Specifically,

some agreement must be finalized with the

federal government to enable the North-

lander to use the tracks between North Bay
and Toronto at the proper speed for which
the train was intended and purchased.

The policies of the Ontario Northland

Transportation Commission must not only be

to improve their service to the people of

northeastern Ontario, but also to expand that

service as one of the major transportation

centres in northeastern Ontario. It is, and
must continue to be, involved in the Timmins

region. One of the principles upon which the

Ontario Northland Railroad was developed,
and which needs to continue, was the need

for that railroad to be a development railroad

for all of northeastern Ontario.

The question of freight rate reductions is

one that has been brought before this House
and has been discussed by the Ontario North-

land Transportation Commission on many
occasions. Not only must the freight rate

structure be reviewed in co-ordination with

a review of the federal freight rate structure,

but also any reduction must be an across-the-

board reduction. Further, it must be accom-

panied by renegotiation of all shipping and

supply contracts in northeastern Ontario, and

not passed on to all retailers throughout On-

tario or allocated to the profit margin of

suppliers or wholesalers operating in south-

ern Ontario. Perhaps the Ministry of Northern

Affairs should initiate consideration of a unit

rate structure or radii freight rate system,

which will make freight rates meaningful,

realistic and competitive and which will lead

to an atmosphere in the transportation indus-

try which will encourage development of pro-

cessing and marketing operations in northern

Ontario.

Regarding the matter of freight rates, un-

less there is some immediate improvement in
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the freight rate structures in the trucking in-

dustry in northern Ontario it will, I respect-

fully submit, be time for the Ministry of

Northern Affairs to reconsider the use of

PCV licensing systems in northern Ontario

and to consider opening up the transportation

of goods to any and all trucking operations

which meet safety standards.

Mr. Wildman: Read the select committee

report.

Mr. Pope: I note with some satisfaction that

the Northern Ontario Development Corpora-

tion, between the years 1971 and 1977, allo-

cated $62 million to 424 companies and opera-
tions in northern Ontario. While this is a

good sign of the commitment of this financing

institution operated by the government of

Ontario for development in the north, it

should! be put in the context of the kind of

commitment, as previously mentioned, that

this government has instituted in the Oshawa
area through the $240-million North Pickering

project to encourage industrial development.

Perhaps it is time for the Ministry of Northern

Affairs to prepare the groundwork for similar

provincial commitments to development in

northern Ontario.

I would like to add that passing money
holus-bolus into northern Ontario is not the

answer to financial difficulties. We must en-
sure that investment will increase economic

growth and expand social opportunities. We
must ensure that any industrial activity which
is encouraged to locate in northern Ontario
will be met with a favourable economic
climate, which must include access to Hydro,
water, lands, financing institutions and real-

istic transportation at an affordable cost.

All of the items which I have just men-
tioned) are matters in which the Ontario gov-
ernment now has a real voice as far as policy
and costs are concerned. It is therefore clear

at this point in time that the Ontario govern-
ment can to a real extent control the develop-
ment of industrial growth in northern Ontario.

It, therefore rests upon this government to

seriously consider development of economic
growth in northern Ontario, and hopefully the
Minister of Northern Affairs will provide the
detailed basis upon which such development
can take place.

Hopefully the new Ministry of Northern
Affairs will also play a role in the develop-
ment of tourism and tourist facilities in north-

ern Ontario, specifically in northeastern On-
tario. I note with, regret that the James Bay
frontier is the only travel association which
does not have a tourist development zone
within its boundaries. Hopefully the Ministry
of Northern Affairs will play a role in the

development and progress of these tourism

development areas.

In summary, this government has done
much to improve the quality of life for the

people of northern Ontario. The people of

northern Ontario recognize the improvement,
which was particularly noticeable in the last

election. However, having established a sound

funding basis for basic municipal services and
for the continued operation of other municipal

organizations and boards of education in

northern Ontario, it is now time to move on
to other areas of concern. With government
action and the prodding of the Ministry of

Northern Affairs, hopefully we will get some

improvement in food costs, heating costs and

housing costs, as well as increasing economic
diversification and industrial development in

northeastern Ontario, which will be a benefit

directly to the people of northeastern Ontario

by providing more jobs and' better jobs. In

short, by establishing in northern Ontario a

sound economy the province of Ontario will

also benefit.

[9:00]

The province must build the north so that

it does not need subsidization by the central

provincial government but will stand on its

own and contribute through taxation to the

economic livelihood of its own communities,
and therefore benefit all the people of On-
tario. The north was developed by people
who went north during the Depression years
to find a job, people who wanted to live in the

bush or closer to it or who ended up in the

north by chance. The north was developed by
companies which wanted1 to invest their money
there. The north was developed by working
men and women who worked day shift, after-

noon shift and graveyard shift to make enough

money to get by on and to secure some eco-

nomic future for themselves and their chil-

dren. Their working and living conditions,

and their pay for their work, improved as a
result of their own efforts and those of the

companies and union locals in the north.

This tradition of hard work and strong in-

dependence now falls upon us. Recognizing

significant contributions this government has

made to the north, we must now develop new
programs and new ideas in order to bring

permanence, security, diversified economic de-

velopment and cultural and social opportunity
to our northland.

This ministry is only the beginning. If it is

greeted with a sense of realism and goodwill
it can be a significant beginning.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker and members.

Mr. Wildman: I am pleased to participate

in this debate on the bill to establish a Minis-
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try of Northern Affairs. I should make clear

at the outset that I support the bill in prin-

ciple.

However, as it is written it is rather vague
and general and doesn't really set out exactly
what the purpose of the ministry is except in

very general terms. As a result, I will cer-

tainly support the amendments to be put for-

ward by the member for Sudbury East (Mr.

Martel) when we get to the committee stage.

I would hope that the other members of the

House would consider them carefully and also

support them in order to give the ministry
some teeth, some power to do something
about the problems in the north.

Obviously, the establishment of such a

ministry by this government after 34 years in

power is an explicit admission of its failure

and the failures of the various other minis-

tries to serve the very serious needs of north-

erners. If other ministries were doing their

jobs and delivering the services necessary in

northern Ontario, then we wouldn't need
a geographically-based ministry rather than

one based on function as all the other minis-

tries of this government are.

We have suggested something like a super-
ministry, to deal with problems that come
under jurisdiction of all of the other minis-
tries but covering one area of the province,
because those other ministries just haven't
done the job. But then when the bill is

brought up the ministry isn't given the power,
or at least it doesn't say how it is going to
use whatever powers it might have, as a
result of regulations, to bring about the
needed development we desire in northern
Ontario.

When the minister introduced the bill he
said this was an example of a renewed com-
mitment—I think those were the words he
used—of the Conservatives towards northern
Ontario problems. I really can't see that it is

a renewed commitment. The only member on
the other side of the House who really de-
serves any credit for the final admission that
the government hadn't been doing the job it

should be doing in northern Ontario is my
colleague and neighbour from Algoma-Mani-
toulin (Mr. Lane). I will quite readily admit
it was through his serious campaign over the
last couple of years throughout northern
Ontario and at Queen's Park that the govern-
ment finally agreed to set up this kind of

ministry. I realize he was talking about this

ministry as a result of the fact that the gov-
ernment had had this kind of ministry before,
or at least a branch of another ministry in this

role, and' then decided it didn't need it. The
member for Algoma-Manitoulin had decided
it obviously was needed.

Mr. Mancini: I thought it was the mem-
ber for Cochrane North (Mr. Brunelle) who
did that.

Mr. Wildman: Frankly, I am sorry the

member is not here, because I want to com-
mend him on his persistence in saying that

something had to be done and that this

ministry might be a way of doing what was

necessary in northern Ontario.

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, I feel very
sorry for the member for Algoma-Manitoulin,
that after all of his hard work in trying to

persuade the government to set up this min-

istry, he should see someone else appointed
to the job when previously he had been the

only northern Conservative who did not have
a cabinet post. It being his idea and with all

of his work, it must be a terrible disappoint-
ment for the member for Algoma-Manitoulin
not to have the opportunity to try and make
it work.

Mr. Mancini: Just terrible.

Mr. Davison: Give it up, it's the least you
could do.

Mr. Swart: For the people of Ontario, par-

ticularly in the north.

An hon. member: Let John have it.

Mr. Wildman: Having said that, I can

understand why the member for Algoma-
Manitoulin was so much in favour of having
this, Mr. Speaker, and having this kind of

ministry.

I hearken back to the comments he made
last session during the debates on the esti-

mates of the Provincial Secretariat for Re-

sources Development, where he used language
which I guess was not very parliamentary, but

he had had a bad day and it had been a long
debate. He said that this government, and the

investors of the province and the people
of the province in southern Ontario, at least

generally, tend to treat northern Ontario as

if it were—well, I won't use the term he

used, but let's say a part of the anatomy
which usually is sat upon in relation to the

rest of the province.

The member, I think, really did express
the situation for northerners and the way this

government has treated the north generally
over the last 34 years, and I commend him
for his hard work in finally persuading the

government to see a little sense. It's unfor-

tunate he couldn't persuade the government
and the various ministers and their ministries

to respond to the needs of the north without

the need for this bill, Mr. Speaker. He was
unable to, but at least he got this far.

The problem with this bill as it is pre-

sented, Mr. Speaker, is as I said it doesn't

really have any specifics in it. It doesn't say
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how the government intends to use this

ministry to co-ordinate development in

northern Ontario.

In sections 7 and 8 of the bill it suggests
that under regulations all of the things the

ministry will do will be set out at some
future date and how they will go about

doing them will be set out. That's hardly

satisfactory, I think Mr. Speaker. If a ministry
is going to be created surely we should have
some idea of how it is going to operate and
what it is going to do specifically, so that we
can judge better whether or not it is going
to serve the purposes for which it is estab-

lished.

Hon. W. Newman: It's a lot more than

vou'll ever do.

Mr. Foulds: Go back to the funnies, Bill,

just keep reading.

Mr. Wildman: Anyway, I think this min-

istry needs power. I think it needs the power
to do something and it needs the funds to do

something.

We've heard a lot about the various prob-
lems of the north and the debate has gone
on for a long time. I won't go into a lot

of them, but considering that I represent a

riding that is 400 miles long—one of the

largest ridings in the province covering a

large expanse of northern Ontario—I think

I should relate some of the specific problems
in my area that this ministry and this bill,

if it is to be effective, must respond to.

As has been said many times, it was also

mentioned I think by the new member for

Cochrane South (Mr. Pope) and various other

members, the main problem we have in

northern Ontario is that we have a resource-

based economy that is in most communities
based on one industry. When that industry
runs out, the community is almost bankrupt.

Some of the comments made earlier in this

debate regarding a town that is the second

largest community in my riding, Blind River,

I think deserve comment. It was stated that

the member for Sudbury East (Mr. Martel)
said that Blind River was a ghost town. He
didn't say that. He commented about the

problems in northern towns and the fact that

once the resource is gone many towns be-

come ghost towns. Then he went on to talk

about the need for industry in Blind River.

Blind River, as everyone knows, is not a

ghost town. It's a very vibrant little com-

munity. The comment made in this debate by
the member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan), that

you can't even see a cat going up and down
the street in Blind River is a bit extreme;

sometimes you even see "Venturi's" walking

up and down the street in Blind River.

There are a large number of people in

Blind River, many of whom work in Elliot

Lake and commute every day-
Mr. Mancini: What about the member for

Sudbury (Mr. Germa)?
Mr. Wildman: —fifty miles one way, be-

cause this government refuses to build a road

from Blind River directly to Elliot Lake, a

road that is often referred to as the Granary
Lake Road.

During the campaign the Minister of Trans-

portation and Communications (Mr. Snow)
came into Blind River, just before the elec-

tion, and commented that the ministry would
review the need for that road.

I wonder what role this new ministry will

have in those kinds of reviews. It's not really

set out in this bill. I'm glad to see that the

government is finally coming to its senses

and is going to review it, but after this road

has been in demand for 20 years, I wonder

why it took until two days prior to an elec-

tion for this government to see the need.

That road would cut the distance between

the two centres to about 19 miles and would
be for the economies of both communities, not

just for the commuters who are working in

Elliot Lake and living in Blind River.

Blind River needs industry; it's without

any major industry. There are some new

possibilities there now, but it needs industry.

This ministry has to be given the power and

the funds to produce secondary industry in

northern Ontario; otherwise it will remain

resource-based, and communities will remain

one-industry towns that are dependent upon
a resource—either forest resources or mineral

resources—which when depleted creates a

situation in which the economy and the jobs

disappear. As long as we are resource-based,

we will not have the kind of job oppor-

tunities that our youth need in northern

Ontario; they will continue to leave the north

and travel to southern Ontario for jobs and

our population will continue to drop.

As the member for Cochrane South indi-

cated, the population is not growing in

northeastern Ontario; not only is it not

growing it's dropping, while the rest of the

province is growing in population. We have

congestion down here, we have the need for

jobs up there. This ministry has an oppor-

tunity to change that situation, if it has the

power and the funds to produce diversifica-

tion in the economies of northern Ontario

communities.

One of the major reasons we are generally
without secondary industry in northern On-

portation; the transportation costs, long dis-

tances and the discriminatory freight rates

alluded to in the debate.
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It costs less to purchase plywood that is

produced in Hearst, in Milwaukee than it

does to purchase it in Hornepayne. Horne-

payne is 85 miles from Hearst and Milwaukee

is considerably farther than that. That is

hardly conducive to the development of a

good construction industry in northern On-
tario. How are you ever going to develop

any kind of integrated economy when you
have a freight rate structure which makes it

easier to transport unfinished products out of

northern Ontario than finished products,
makes it more expensive to start any kind of

industry and makes it very difficult—especially
with bur capital markets as they are now—
for any small entrepreneur to start a business

and to get going.
The member for Cochrane South alluded

to some of the problems of highway trans-

portation as it relates to freight rates, and I

would just say, for his benefit, that he should
do some work over the summer recess and
read the select committee report on the high-

way transportation of goods and he would
see a very different recommendation than the

one he made to the government here in that

report. We don't need to have chaos in the

transportation industry in order to have de-

velopment in northern Ontario. What we
need is a concentrated effort by this govern-
ment to rationalize freight rates, to ensure
that the transportation facilities are available

in the north-

Interjections.

Mr. Philip: He knows a lot more about

transportation than you do. Why don't you
read before you talk?

[9:15]

Mr. Pope: You're an expert in everything.

Mr. Philip: Talk to the member sitting be-
side you.

Mr. Wildman: —that we have the kinds of
roads that are necessary; that we don't lose

our railroads because of an ill-advised federal

policy which says that whatever railway trans-

portation doesn't pay will be eliminated, as is

the case with the Budd car service between

Sudbury and the Sault. The passenger service

there has been discontinued as a result of
federal policy. During the campaign, the
Premier said that if this happened, if the
federal government didn't live up to its re-

sponsibility as far as transportation is con-

cerned, the present government would step in

through Ontario Northland and its rail, bus
and air services. Ontario Northland, I under-

stand, is to be given to this new ministry. As
of July 1, this new ministry will be involved
in co-ordinating those transportation services

and providing service to the north.

I would certainly hope that this ministry,
if it is really sincere in wanting to respond
to the needs of the north, will look imme-

diately to the Budd car service between

Sudbury and the Sault to ensure that that

service will be continued. But I wonder,
where in the bill does it say that the minister

will have the power to do anything about it?

I've searched the bill. This ministry really

should be the one handling it, as far as I

can see in the bill, but it doesn't say what it's

going to do or how it's going to do it.

In relation to economic development in

general, we of course have other agencies of

this government. Under the Ministry of In-

dustry and Tourism, we have the Northern

Ontario Development Corporation as one

agency that is responsible for economic de-

velopment in the north. I wonder what is

going to be the relationship between this

ministry and NODC. How is NODC going to

operate in relation to the co-ordinating func-

tion of this ministry? I hope the minister will

be able to make that clear to us.

NODC has a very sorry record on the north
shore of Lake Huron in my riding. Over the
last five to six years, NODC has invested
about $1 million of taxpayers' money in four

manufacturing firms—that's all it has done as

far as secondary industry is concerned—and
every one of those firms has gone bankrupt
since they're received those funds. This has
resulted in tremendous losses to the Treasury.
The assets of some of those firms have been
sold off by the receivers; in one case there

was a loan of about $500,000 and the result

of the sale was a loss of about $200,000 to

the Treasury.
What is this ministry going to do about

that kind of situation? Does it have the power
or the direction to do anything about it as it is

put forward in the bill? I really don't know.
It doesn't seem to say in the bill what it's

going to do. Section 7 says the minister can

delegate the power to the deputy minister

or any other officer of the ministry under
"such limitations, restrictions, conditions and

requirements as the minister may set out in

his delegation." Then in section 8 it talks in

very general terms about policies, priorities,

co-ordination and so on, but it doesn't say

exactly what the ministry is intending to do.

I find it difficult to determine how I can

disagree with this bill. I support the bill. I

find it difficult to disagree with it when it's

so vague and general. If it says we're going
to have a ministry that is going to do some-

thing about the problems of the north, well,

I can't be against it. I can be somewhat scepti-

cal when I take into account the record of the

government over the last 35 years, but I can't
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be against it. I can be hopeful that it will do

something.
One thing though that does make me a

little sceptical about the performance of this

ministry is the performance of the minister

and his officials in dealing with some problems
since he was appointed to this job. I've raised!

a number of problems with the minister since

he was appointed and asked him to look into

them and to do specific things that would

help. I've had mixed results. I would just like

to allude to a couple of those, Mr. Speaker,

by way of example.
As everyone knows, one of the major

problems we have in northern Ontario is the

fact that unorganized communities do not

have the services that other communities take

for granted. One of those major services is

fire protection. There's a little community in

my riding on the CN line about 40 miles

east of Hornepayne named Oba. About 90

people live in Oba. When you consider that,

you can see that five fires over the last year
and a half is a pretty large number, especially
when some of them destroyed homes com-

pletely. The last one destroyed the general
store which was the major meeting and shop-

ping place for everyone in town. You can

certainly see the vulnerability of the com-

munity.
I raised this matter of fire protection in

Oba with this minister when he was the

Minister of Natural Resources. I said: "Why
not give the people of Oba, who are organiz-

ing a volunteer fire brigade, some used MNR
equipment, like a pumper and some hose so

that they can provide themselves with some
fire protection?" The minister was very sym-

pathetic to the problem but indicated the

ministry could not give that kind of equip-
ment because it uses it until it's worn out

and it wouldn't function at the time that

they would need it. At which point I sug-

gested they might give them some new
equipment. That wasn't acceptable either.

Anyway, during the whole period of this

discussion, the people of Oba themselves got
tired of waiting for the government and they
collected money from everybody in town.

They got together and they bought a second-

hand pumper. Then they started to run into

problems from the other ministries of this

government. First thing, the Minister of

Revenue said they had to pay sales tax on
this pumper. I must admit, since the Minister

of Education is here, I got some sympathy
from the Ministry of Education on the prob-
lem. They were willing to have the pumper
designated as educational equipment so it

would be exempt from sales tax, but not the

Ministry of Revenue. They just wouldn't go
for that at all.

Finally, after the publicity over this whole
schemozzle and almost every ministry except
the Ministry of Education had failed to re-

spond to the needs of this northern com-

munity, all the publicity generated by that

led the government to agree to provide some

equipment. That was a precursor of the

announcement of the Isolated Communities
Assistance Fund by the Treasurer in Decem-
ber in which he announced that $750,000
would try and provide services in unorganized
communities that this government had failed

to provide. Now, of course, that fund is to

be administered by this new ministry.
I'm still very interested in fire protection

in a number of other communities in my
riding, so immediately after the appointment
of the minister I contacted the ministry and
the Isolated Communities Assistance Fund
branch and asked about a number of com-
munities that were interested in getting fire

protection in my riding. While the fund was

being administered by the Minister of

Natural Resources, this government did show
some desire to respond in that it did agree
to provide—it hasn't provided them yet—funds

for fire protection for Montreal River and

Searchmont.

But then, after this minister was appointed
—and this is what makes me sceptical about

how he might act after this bill is passed and

he has the ministry officially and it is going
to administer the Isolated Assistance Fund—
a number of other communities in the same
area applied and they were denied. I wrote

the minister about it. One specific area I was

talking about was Aweres township, which

is just north of Sault Ste. Marie. The Sault

Star interviewed the minister, I understand,

and he was quoted in a front-page story in

the Sault Star of March 12 in which he said

in part that he was anxious to help and that

special consideration could be given to

Aweres. The fact that Aweres didn't fit quite

into, I think, the very stringent guidelines

of the program didn't matter because he said

again, "The whole program is a flexible one.

I certainly won't be locked into that set of

criteria." He said he would look at a valid

proposal by the Aweres residents if they

made one.

I found that very encouraging and that

seemed to me to be an indication that this

ministry was going to do something about

the problems of unorganized communities. I

went out to Aweres and, in concert with a

number of other people, helped to organize

a steering committee to organize a fire de-

partment and look into the costs of equip-

ment that would be necessary and so on.
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It is interesting that even though this

ministry has been operating and is supposed
to be dealing with the Isolated Communities
Assistance Fund, you still have to go through
Natural Resources. Mr. Hendry in the Thun-
der Bay office handles the fire protection

program.

Mr. Stokes: Not any more.

Mr. Wildman: Not any more? That has

just changed then. I have nothing against
Mr. Hendry. I think he worked very hard
at the job.

Anyway we organized this and we made
an application. Then in the first week of May
the steering committee secretary received

a letter from Mr. Hendry denying the ap-

plication, even though the minister had said

they would look at it favourably or at least

indicated they would. They denied the ap-
plication because of the size of the population
and location of the township which had
already been pointed out to the minister be-
fore they applied in the first place. I wonder
how much this indicates this ministry is

going to respond to the needs of unorgan-
ized communities. It was very disappointing.

I contacted the Deputy Minister of North-
ern Affairs after this denial, and asked him
to review the application and he said he
would. Then in the last week of May the

committee received another letter from Mr.

Hendry confirming the denial after the re-

view. I have since again contacted Mr.

Campbell, the deputy minister. He has

promised again to review the application.
The problem in that case is that under that

program they have to be less than 10 miles
from a major centre that has fire protection.

Mr. Reid: More than.

Mr. Wildman: More than, right. This is

ridiculous because even if they are eight
miles or nine miles from a community, they
can't get adequate protection, especially when
that municipality doesn't want to give them
protection because it has enough to do in its

own municipality. Anyway that's why they
refused.

Later on, another community in the same
area, Batchawana, appears to be going to be
refused in its application as well because
of a study which has been carried by the

Ministry of Housing on organization in the

area, ignoring the fact that Searchmont is in
the same area and received assistance under
the program.

I don't want to go on on that particularly.
I just hope this is not an indication of how
this ministry is going to operate. Apparently,
the ministry refused these applications be-
cause of a study being done by the Ministry

of Housing and because TEIGA indicated

there might be organization in the area at

some time in the future, perhaps in the near
future.

The fact of the matter remains that there

isn't fire protection there now and it is

needed now. The people there want to work
on it, want to develop it and are willing to

put in their own efforts and their own finan-

cial contributions. They are collecting finan-

cial contributions now. The committees are

doing that. They have gone to the whole
problem of getting estimates and talking to

the Fire Marshal, talking to the fire depart-
ment in Sault Ste. Marie and talking to the

fire department in Echo Bay and so on to

find out what is needed and what they
should be doing.
What happens? They appear to be refused

by the ministry. I hope that's not an indica-

tion of how effective this ministry is going
to be, because we need services in un-

organized communities in northern Ontario.

We don't need just fire protection.

Mr. Reid: We need them in organized
communities too.

[9:301

Mr. Wildman: Exactly. We need fire pro-
tection, we need water and sewers.

It's interesting. When that program was
announced-a total of $750,000 for the

Isolated Communities Assistance Fund—it was
said that it might help to produce water
and sewer systems. Well, $750,000 for all

the unorganized communities in northern On-
tario. You know, that wouldn't even pay for

100 feet of pipe, if you are going to look
at a water and sewer project, so that money
is inadequate.

This ministry, if it is going to be effective,

has to have funds. It has to have planning
staff. It has to have the ability to bring
about the services and the development we
need.

Unorganized communities also need recrea-

tion facilities. We have been able to get
some funds from the Ministry of Education

and some funds through Wintario for various

kinds of things, if there are groups available

to do something in unorganized communities.

But generally, this government for years has

failed the unorganized communities. It hasn't

provided the services there that are necessary.

And the record since that time of the

ministry is not encouraging.

I really hope the specific problems I have
alluded to will be rectified by this ministry.

That's why I am supporting the bill in prin-

ciple. But I certainly agree with the member
for Sudbury East when he said that amend-
ments have to be made to the bill to provide
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the ministry with the funds and the power
to actually do something.

I don't want to have to keep writing letters,

riding the merry-go-round, as I have had to

with the fire protection problem in Sault

North. I want to have something done there.

I would like to see those people who have

done the work themselves—the local people
who want to do something, want to produce
fire protection for their community—get it.

I know the decision isn't final, because I

have asked for reviews upon reviews, and

hopefully it's still being reviewed. I hope that

decision will be acceptable.
I hope this ministry will have the funds and

the planning staff, in co-ordSnation with the

organized communities of the north shore, to

determine what kinds of industries are viable

in these areas, to produce the secondary in-

dustry we need, to provide the jobs that we
need in northern Ontario, so that we don't

continue to have this emigration of young
people from the north and this high cost of

goods and products in northern Ontario. I

hope this ministry can do something about the

transportation problems we face throughout
northern Ontario. But in order to do that, we
have to strengthen it.

I will support this bill in principle, Mr.

Speaker, but I certainly agree that we need

to amend it and make it more powerful.

Mr. Foulds: It has been an interesting

debate—

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Will you go for 10

minutes?

Mr. Foulds: The minister wants me to

filibuster for 10 minutes so he can come back

and speak? That's the member for Sault Ste.

Marie who is now leaving. I don't know if

he will make it back, but it's a minor diver-

sion in these parliamentary proceedings.
Mr. Speaker, it has in fact been an inter-

esting debate. I know I read all the speeches
that I haven't heard. Although some of the

members of the House from southern Ontario

may think the northern members from all

parties have been somewhat repetitious, I

think it is an indication of the depth of

feeling, the depth of commitment we all have

to our part of the province, to that part of

the province that has supplied so much
wealth, so much manpower, not only for this

province but for the world.

I rise to support the principle of the bill on

second reading, the principle being, presum-

ably, to establish a ministry that will provide,
deliver and create services for northern On-

tario, some of which have not yet occurred

there. But—and I want to say this as un-

provocatively as possible—the bill is an ad-

mission of failure on the part of the Con-

servative government to service that area of

the province properly for 34 years. Even more

importantly, it is an admission of failure on
the part of all governments in the history of

this province since Confederation to deal with

the needs of that part of the province—that

part of the province that has, if I may say so,

been exploited for the benefit of the rest of

the province.
But I think that the attitude we have is

that we will give this government a last

chance for death-bed repentance before its

final death, to see if it can do something
with the north. We'll give this government a

chance to prove it means more than the mere
statements that have issued from the govern-
ment for, lo, these many years.

There are two encouraging signs. One of

them is the ability that the ministry may have

and that it has demonstrated to take quick
and effective action in times of crisis. I refer

specifically to the quick action during the

election campaign in the Cobalt disaster.

There may have been mixed motives there,

but nevertheless it was done, and it was done

quickly and the commitment appeared to be

there.

There also was the action that was finally

taken, after a lot of pressure from the former

member for Fort William, to come to grips

with the crisis drought situation in Thunder

Bay and area and in northwestern Ontario.

So much so that I'm even slightly convinced

that the rains that have fallen in northern

Ontario since election day, June 9, have partly

been as a result of the cloud seeding done by
the deputy minister personally. I think he's

known within the backrooms of the ministry

as The Rainmaker, the Keith Davey of the

new ministry, and that the water table will

slowly rise.

Mr. Stokes: Puts out fires created by others.

Mr. Foulds: The second hopeful sign was,

frankly, the commitment that I detect being

demonstrated by a number of civil servants

to the new ministry, not only those who have

been fairly highly visible and appointed, but

a number of people who have worked in the

north in other ministries who are deciding

it's worth the gamble to take on a job with

the new ministry to see if the thing will

work.
If the ministry is to provide and deliver

and create services that haven't already been

in existence or have been delivered relatively

imperfectly over the last 110 years, it does

indeed have a very tall job. I would like, as

quickly as I can, to touch upon four major

areas. There have been a number of speeches

made about the difficulties in health and

education and a whole range of areas that I
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won't go into. But I do want to talk about

the environment, the economic, social and
cultural development of the north, the cost

of goods and services, and transportation. I

hope I can weave these into a coherent pat-
tern that will make some sense.

In the debate there has been some mention
made of the Treasurer's (Mr. McKeough) move
about the $10 licence fee to counteract the

excessive cost of gasoline in the north. While
that move is welcome and while it doesn't

come into effect until next February, and
while it doesn't affect the half-ton trucks

which many northerners use-

Mr. Wildman: Forty-five per cent.

Mr. Foulds: Forty-five per cent, my col-

league points out to me—I suppose the move
was accepted.

But it doesn't come to grips with what I

consider to be an even more fundamental

problem with regard to the oil and gasoline

industry in northern Ontario, and that is the

outrageous cost of home heating fuel. It does

nothing to redress the imbalance there. And
that is particularly important in the north

because the climatic conditions force us to

use heating for a much longer period of time

and we pay unduly excessive taxes because
we must pay it on larger amounts at a larger
base price.

This government does have the respon-

sibility and the authority to regulate retail

prices. I would hope one of the new tasks

of this new ministry, one of the first tasks,

would be to take a look at the retail prices

throughout northwestern Ontario, to review
the detrimental impact that has on the indi-

vidual consumer, but also on the economy as

as a whole. I consider that to be one of the

major reasons that there has been the lack of

economic development in the north that has

occurred so far.

Transportation costs, and transportation

generally: I want to deal just with freight

rates, because my colleague from Algoma
has dealt, symbolically, through the situation

between Sault Ste. Marie and Sudbury, sym-
bolically with the difficulties in passenger
service throughout the north.

It is ironic, as my colleague from Lake
Nipigon pointed out many years ago, that a
load of timber can be shipped from Longlac
in his riding to Ottawa for the same price,
if not slightly cheaper, than from Longlac to
Thunder Bay within the region. We all know
the impact that excessive freight rates have
had, on northwestern Ontario in particular,
in terms of the economy.

I would like to make one simple, positive
suggestion to the minister and to the minis-

try, and to his colleague, the Minister of

Transportation and Communications (Mr.

Snow). It seems to me it would make a lot

of sense if this minister, along with his col-

league the Minister of Transportation and

Communications, could in fact make repre-
sentations to the federal government that

northwestern Ontario in particular be in-

cluded in the prairie freight-rate structure

region, because we all know it costs less to

send a car from Toronto to Winnipeg than
it does from Toronto to Thunder Bay. If we
could have, through this ministry, closer

liaison with the three prairie provinces that

experience the same difficulties and the same
problems—not exactly the same problems, but
similar problems in terms of freight rates and
in terms of transportation—it seems to me that

would be a very useful initiative that the

ministry could take.

I'd like to talk for a moment, and I've

talked of this before and I would hope that

the minister and his officials would look at

the remarks that I made on the amendments
to The Environmental Assessment Act, the

Hartt bill, because I did deal with this topic
to some extent then and I won't repeat what
I said then. But I think one of the keys to

development throughout the north, and in

the northwest in particular, is that we need
to diversify the industry in the one-industry
towns and throughout the region so that the

region can in fact be more homogeneous.
As I said at that point, we in Thunder Bay

have no desire for Thunder Bay to become
the hog town of northwestern Ontario; it is

too expensive in social terms and it is too

destructive of the hinterland, of the region
itself. If you have a strong region and a

strong diversified economy in the one-industry

towns, that makes the city itself stronger be-

cause it doesn't suffer the impact when one
of those industries in the one-industry towns

goes belly up.

[9:45]

I would therefore strongly recommend! to

the minister consideration of acceptance of

the amendment put forward by my colleague
from Sudbury East that would establish the

northern Ontario tomorrow fund. Because we
all know, for example, that the minute a mine

opens, no matter how rich the body, no
matter how long we project that it will last,

it is in fact the first day in the death of the

community built to support that mine.

If we invest in the costs of the services,

schools and sewers and lighting, for the com-

munity, it just makes sense to start investing
in developing an industry to take up the slack

of employment as the mine depletes—as the

resource exhausts itself we must therefore

diversify.
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I want to list a number of ideas for the

kinds of industries associated! with the woods
industry that we should be positively looking
at: the manufacture of skis, toboggans, thread

spools, the cores that we wrap the paper on
in the mills. And we need to use more effec-

tively than we have in the past the species of

wood that still are available.

Why don't we go into book publishing? It

makes eminent good sense in a region like

the north because we could carry the industry
right through from the chopping of the trees

to the printing of the books. I see no reason

with modern technology why a viable book

publishing industry could not be set up on a

regional basis in northwestern Ontario.

I think the recent Lovekin-Elwert-Richard

report, of which the minister has a copy,

points out the difficulties that face the region.
If we don't have some kind of additional

input in the development of industry there

we will face stagnation by the 1990s—real

stagnation.
A suggestion in that report was the de-

velopment of the high technology industries.

I think that that should be looked upon posi-

tively because the components are small, or

they could be small, and the transportation
factor may not be a prohibitive factor in de-

veloping die industries. After all, if Volvo can
set up an assembly plant in Nova Scotia,

surely we can set up things like the develop-
ment of electronic plants, the development of

the camera industry, the development of

things like vacuum cleaners and the manu-
facture of jewellery.

I want to say one positive thing that the

government has done with regard to the

mining industry in northern Ontario, par-

ticularly in my region of Thunder Bay. That
was the very simple designation—largely under
pressure from my colleague from Lake Nipi-
gon, and a lot of other pressure—the very
simple step of designating amethyst, the very
pretty and very beautiful stone, as the gem
stone for Ontario. That itself has developed
a small cottage industry of jewellery manu-
facture all around northwestern Ontario and
in the Thunder Bay area in particular. And
if you can do that, with amethyst, with that

simple step with some imagination, it seems
to me you should be able to do that with
other minerals and with the development of a

jewellery industry throughout the northwest.
I suppose I could go on—manufacture of

leather goods.

Mr. Martel: Mining equipment.

Mr. Foulds: The development of mining
equipment in the north-central part of the

province. It just makes a lot of common
sense because you've got the resource there

that needs the equipment that you can try it

out on. You can do the research and de-

velopment right there on the spot.

Mr. Stokes: It would be a switch from
moving tree-harvester manufacturing to the
south.

Mr. Foulds: Yes, it would be a switch from
moving the tree-harvester operation from
Thunder Bay to southern Ontario.

Well, the examples proliferate and I won't
go on. But if it was considered at one time
that it might be feasible to establish a shoe

factory on the English-Wabigoon or the

Whitedog-Grassy reserves—the idea was at
least kicked around—surely it makes some
sense to look at that too in other areas of
northwestern Ontario where in fact it might
be more viable than it was in that particular
case.

I think it is important, when we talk about

development in the north, for it to be under-
stood that at least we on this side of the
House are talking about carefully planned,
sane development. We're not talking about

growth for growth's sake or development for

development's sake. The reason we want
growth and development at a reasonable pace
is that we want the development of jobs and
the development of a sound economy. We
don't want a continuation of the boom-and-
bust cycle that we've experienced for so long.
We want an economy that will be there for

a considerable period of time, several hundred
years.

One of the things we have complained
about in this party is that the resource exploi-
tation of the north continues apace. Almost
76 per cent of the people in northwestern

Ontario, I believe, work directly or indirectly
in the forest industry; nevertheless, six out

of every 10 jobs related to the forest industry
are in southern Ontario and not in northern

Ontario, where the major part of the resource

comes from. That's one of the things that

I think we can no longer tolerate. We must

expect this ministry to have the guts and the

clout to say to the rest of the government,
"You've got to decentralize from the Golden

Horseshoe," and the government must have
the guts to decentralize from the choked

regions around Metropolitan Toronto.

There is one thing that I think we must

keep in mind in this whole debate too; it's

one of the things that I think was misunder-

stood about some of the input that was put
into the Design for Development plans of the

late 1960s. I remember being at one of the

most stimulating conferences on Design for

Development held at Quetico Centre, when
it was in its formative stages. Everyone there

said we want to maintain the kind of life
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that we have now. But I think that somehow
was distorted, as it went through the plan
and into its final stage, to say that we were

satisfied with the status quo. I think that led

to an undue emphasis on the development of

tourism.

I think tourism is an important industry if

it's kept in perspective. But if it becomes the

dominant or the major employer in a town
or region, it can have an undesirable

economic effect because it is the first indus-

try that is subject to tight world markets.

Aside from some rather tragic individual

and glaring exceptions, of which we all are

aware, the environment in the north is not

bad. Most of the people that I talk to in the

north, while they want the controlled,

planned and sane development, also do not

want to sacrifice those kinds of things in the

north that we do enjoy and love.

By the way, I noticed that the member
for Cochrane South (Mr. Pope) made a very

interesting statement. I thoroughly approved
of it because it was one of the best statements

from a Conservative I've heard. He said that

what this government has to do is control

the industrial growth in the north. I haven't

heard a Tory say, so succinctly and so

blatantly, that we should control the indus-

trial growth of the north.

Mr. Wildman: They believe in free enter-

prise, don't they?

Mr. Pope: You have not been listening.

Mr. Foulds: If we had said that, all the

Tories would have been jumping up and

down, shouting that we were rabid radicals

of some kind.

Mr. Pope: You haven't been listening.

An hon. member: The Minister of Housing
(Mr. Rhodes) would go bananas.

Hon. Mr. Norton: We know what you
really mean.

Mr. Mackenzie: He really doesn't mean it,

eh?

An hon. member: He said it half an hour

ago.

Mr. Wildman: He has not learned to be a

realist.

An hon. member: Take him outside and
talk to him, John.

An hon. member: Just take Norton out.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Are you a real NDPer,
Bud?

Mr. Foulds: Yes, Norton sold out fast. One
last comment. I think it is important that this

ministry recognize that what happens in the

north happens to all of the people of the

north—natives, immigrants, white people who

have been there for centuries. The develop-
ment of the cultural, social and economic

fabric must take place without any confronta-

tion and with the full confidence of that very

great range and mix of people. If we blow

that, we can in fact be sitting on a powder-

keg. This ministry has very heavy responsi-

bilities to make sure it gets the confidence of

that whole range of peoples.

Mr. Speaker, when I started to speak in

this debate, I said I rose to support the prin-

ciple—

Hon. B. Stephenson: To speak briefly.

Mr. Foulds: No, I didn't say I was going to

speak briefly. I was one of the few people

who didn't say I was going to speak briefly. I

knew I wanted to speak with some feeling

and at some length.

Mr. Reid: He has never spoken briefly in

his life.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If only it had been with

some clarity, we would have been all set.

Mr. Foulds: I can't help it if you've got

cotton wool in your ears and you left. I really

can't help that.

Mr. Reid: He went to get the cotton to put

in

Mr. Foulds: It's all right. I'm going to walk

out on you when you start to speak.

Hon. Mr. Norton: You sound as if you feel

hurt.

Mr. Martel: John, are you going to support
this?

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, when I rose, I

rose to say I supported the principle of the

bill at this time on second reading-

Mr. Havrot: You smell like a rose.

Mr. Foulds:—but I want to tell you that I

support even more enthusiastically the very

constructive, positive amendments that have

been drafted and submitted by my colleague
from Sudbury East.

Mr. Havrot: That is a disaster.

Mr. Foulds: Those positive, constructive

amendments will give this ministry the

strength and the authority to do the job that

needs to be done. This ministry does need to

b^ a powerful ministry and it must be a

ministry that has some clout. It is a ministry
that must have the contact with the demo-

cratically elected community councils of the

unorganized townships that TEIGA now has

with the municipalities through the PMLC
throughout the province. This ministry must

have that contact with democratically elected

councils so that they are representative of

those individual small communities.
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It must be a functioning ministry and that

is why I support the bill. But I will support
those amendments even more enthusiastically,

because those amendments are the only way
we can strengthen this ministry and give it

the clout that is necessary to knock the heads

together in the rest of this government to

bring justice to northern Ontario.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Are there any other

members who wish to speak to this bill? If

not, the hon. minister.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: Get the feathers ready for

your hat, Leo.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: May I say in winding up
this particular debate after some five or six

hours of input from the members across north-

ern Ontario-

Mr. Reid: Some more constructive than

others.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—I want to express my
appreciation to each of those members for the

contribution that he or she has made. As they
fully recognized, this was the whole exercise

of this particular bill, that if this new ministry
was really going to be the eyes and the ears

and the voice, as my colleague from Fort
Williams pointed out, then we had to have
the input from day one, and the input was
very graciously received. I can assure the

members on both sides of the House that the
next several weeks will be spent going over
those remarks very carefully, reviewing the

constructive criticism that was advanced.

Mr. Reid: That will be a first.

Mr. Nixon: They should be separately pub-
lished and bound.

Mr. S. Smith: Especially the minister.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In fact, I may even send
a personal invitation to the leader of the

official opposition to come up to northern On-
tario and join me in an extensive tour.

Mr. Eakins: Stay overnight at Minaki

Lodge?
Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, we could even go to

Minaki Lodge too, sir.

[10:001

Mr. S. Smith: I have been to your riding.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: If Stuart can't make it

he will phone.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I guarantee the recep-
tion there would be a little more hospitable
than the reception the leader of the third

party received at that particular time.

Mr. Philip: It was much more hospitable
than for the other two.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: That's unfair.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I just want
to comment briefly on some of the remarks

that were made. I think many of the members
of the opposition commented on the length
of time that it's taken this government to

establish this new and exciting ministry that

will do the things for northern Ontario that

we are all hoping for.

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, no.

Mr. Reid: He is putting his staff to sleep.

Mr. Eakins: What an exciting minister.

Mr. S. Smith: At least he will do less harm
than he did in Natural Resources.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I sensed a real sincerity

by the northern members on both sides of the

House to do the things we've all been want-

ing to do for some considerable time and,

certainly, the co-ordinating and administrative

roles of this ministry will enact many of the

things that they have pointed out.

They speak of the 34 years that this party
has managed the affairs of this province.

Mr. Roy: Mismanaged.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would point out to the

hon. members that there comes a time for

everything to happen.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: We were elected. The

people chose.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: If you look at the last

five, six or seven years and look at the north-

ern programs that have been developed by
the Davis administration—and I say that with

a great deal of sincerity-

Mr. Roy: Hang in, John.

Mr. Reid: Not for the Kenora riding.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—the Northern Ontario

Development Corporation, the Northern On-

tario Transportation Commission, the Ontario

Northland Transportation Commission which

takes in norOntair, the Isolated Communities

Assistance Fund^-all programs designed to

assist those people north of the French River.

Mr. Nixon: The Spadina Expressway.

Mr. Reid: Oh, you are playing around on

the fringes most of the time.

Mr. S. Smith: And sometimes south of the

French River.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It's obvious, if you put

them together—the regional priorities budget

and the other responsible areas of setting

highway construction priorities-

Mr. Reid: You get the money from the

federal government.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Put them all together

and it's obvious you have a ministry that can

produce something for the benefit of all
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people living in northern Ontario. Add those

administration responsibilities to some co-

ordinating responsibilities that will look after

the priorities, the programs of all other min-

istries; put the input of all that together and

it makes good sense in this period in our

history that we move on with the establish-

ment of this particular ministry.

Mr. S. Smith: It's a bargain to get you out

of Natural Resources.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I just want to touch

briefly on some of the remarks made by the

members opposite. I want to compliment the

member for Rainy River. I think he made a

number of very good points. One very central

one, of course, which we all share and which

he recognized, is an improvement in the cost

of transportation in northern Ontario. Cer-

tainly, this is a matter which is absolutely es-

sential if we are to encourage development,
not only of processing and secondary manu-

facturing but to keep all our basic industries

competitive. I say that with a great deal of

interest because, if we're not competitive
we're not, of course, in the market at all. One
of the outlying factors contributing to that

non-competitive position-

Mr. S. Smith: What has stopped you for

34 years?

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—is that we have in some
of our industries the high cost of transporta-
tion.

An hon. member made some comment
about the role and the functions of the particu-
lar ministry. I would ask him to look at sec-

tion 8 of the bill. It clearly outlines there, in

very broad general terms, a number of points
as to what the responsibilities are and the

areas of jurisdiction that we'll have.
I know many of the members commented

in a political way about the announcement of

this particular ministry coming at a time when
it did. Certainly, after 34 years of managing
the affairs of this province—and I know that

the members opposite will agree—things really
can't be that bad in northern Ontario, when
on June 9, 1977-

Mr. Mackenzie: Admit it, you pulled
another one.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—a majority of the north-

ern members were returned to the govern-
ment side of the House.

Mr. Wildman: Plurality.

Mr. Bernier: In fact, there were two or

three who came very close in the third party,
so that we could have added those to make
about nine.

Mr. Foulds: You didn't get a majority. You
didn't get eight out of 15.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, we have seven out
of 15.

An hon. member: We will next time, relax.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We have, we have seven.

Mr. Reid: That is why we have minority

government.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We have more than you
people have.

Mr. Foulds: You'd better learn to count.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: And we pretty nearly
had two more.

Mr. Speaker: Could we get on with the

bill? Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Really, if things were
that bad—and1 I have a great respect for the

electorate, the people out there—the people
out there know what's going on and they

recognize the direction this government was

taking and the efforts we were making to ac-

complish things and do things; and you know
what happened, you know what happened on

June 9. So I just can't accept the argument-
Mr. Roy: Yes, we know what happened.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Don't you speak. You
lost two.

An hon. member: You listen.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You lost two.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Could we get
on with the business of the House?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You lost a seat, you
didn't win. You didn't win in the last election.

Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You lost a seat. Do you
remember that? You fail to remember that.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: You think you won.

Mr. Roy: If you had any honour at all,

you would read our remarks and resign.

Mr. Speaker: We are wasting valuable

time. Will the hon. minister continue with his

response and please keep to the bill? Thank

you.

Mr. Havrot: Okay powder puff, keep quiet.

Mr. Nixon: We know we didn't win, but

you lost.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, those are

the facts; those are the facts, really.

Mr. Roy: Do you have some evidence?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The evidence is in this

House, right here on this side of the House.

You see the evidence there. The people of the

province have spoken.

Mr. Roy: Where is your majority? You guys
bombed and you know it.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: They have spoken.
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Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: They have asked this

party to carry on and we will carry on.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Three percentage points
and1 we sneaked through.

Mr. Speaker: Could we continue with the
bill please? Thank you. Order.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Big winners.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: As I said, Mr. Speaker,
we on this side of the House have a great

respect for the electorate of the province of

Ontario. We have accepted our responsibi-

lities, and certainly one of those responsi-
bilities is to establish this new ministry and
get on with the job of responding to the

requests of those who live in northern On-
tario.

Getting back to the ministry itself, one of

the questions that was raised was the location

of the offices. The regional offices are being
established in Kenora and in Sault Ste. Marie,
with district offices in Thunder Bay, in Sud-

bury and in Cochrane. The northern members
know full well, if they take that map of

northern Ontario and look at it and study it

for a minute, they will see-

Mr. S. Smith: And lean a little to the left;

it depends how you fold the map.
Hon. Mr. Bernier: They will see that the

whole area of northern Ontario has been care-

fully covered by the administrative setup and
by the placing of those offices in those stra-

tegic centres.

As one of the members said, the member
for Algoma-Manitoulin, if we had been doing
it for political purposes do you think we
would go to the ridings we were sure of?

An hon. member: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The riding of Kenora
and the riding of my hon. colleague from
Sault Ste. Marie?

Mr. Reid: The truth is you weren't sure of
them.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: No, we would have
gone to Rainy River.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Is that why you didb't

come, Stuart?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We would have gone to

Port Arthur, where 300 votes separated the
candidates. That's where we would have gone
if we had done it for political purposes. We
went to the extremities of the northeastern
and northwestern regions.

Mr. Reid: Explain that one.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We went to the extrem-
ities to pull that part of northern Ontario
closer to the centre and to Queen's Park. The
whole thrust of this new ministry is to bring

Queen's Park closer to northern Ontario, so

we make no apologies.

Mr. Nixon: The head office is going to be
here in Toronto anyway.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In fact I said at the
FNOM conference in Parry Sound—which the

Leader of the Opposition attended, I think a

day after I was there—I said to those munici-

pal leaders at that time that if there is a weak-
ness in our delivery system, if it clearly points
out there is a gap in our delivery system, we
are prepared to look at it. We are not locked
into these particular locations.

We want to improve, and certainly as you
establish a new ministry there is going to be
room for improvement. We accept that; it is

on that basis that I accept the constructive

views of members on both sides of the House.

I think the other point that the member
for Rainy River made was the jobs that are

required—the lack of opportunity in northern

Ontario. In fact, he touched on communica-
tions in the remote areas. I just want to point
out to him that this government has done a

tremendous amount with regard to the im-

provement of communications in northern

Ontario—ETV, to which the member referred,

is now in Sudbury and in Thunder Bay and
will be extended into other parts of northern

Ontario.

In fact, during the election campaign I had
the pleasure of making a very extended visit

through my riding, going up to Sandy Lake,
which is an area that I visit on a very regular
basis.

Mr. Reid: Didn't do you much good.

Mr. Stokes: You lost that, as I recall.

Mr. Reid: Ninety per cent against.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—and it was a pleasure
to have Chief Tom Fiddler in the gallery

today as my guest, along with all the chiefs

from northern Ontario. And it was a pleasure
to walk into Tom Fiddler's home-

Mr. Reid: You did better when you never

went near them.

Mr. Speaker: All the other hon. members
had a chance to speak. Will the minister be
allowed to complete his remarks?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He called me into his

home, 'way up in Sandy Lake, and, as I

walked in he reached to the wall and he

switched on the light and he said, "Leo, look

at that. Hydro right there."

Then he walked over to the telephone, he

picked up the telephone, he dialled two
numbers. He called his son Jonas, he said,

"Leo is over here. Come on over, I want you
to meet with him."
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Then he walked over to the corner—listen
to this, Mr. Speaker—he walked over to the

corner of the main living room and he turned

the switch on his television—a colour tele-

vision at Sandy Lake.

An hon. member: But no picture.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: All those services had
arrived within the last 10 days.

Mr. Reid: That's good timing.

Mr. Breithaupt: Just before the election.

Ten days.

Mr. Roy: What date was that?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I point this out to you,
because I don't think the members realize-

maybe the member for Lake Nipigon does,
because his area is covered by that particular

program.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There is a $13-million

program shared equally by the Ministry of

Transportation and Communications and Bell

Telephone that is bringing instant communi-
cations. And if the Leader of the Opposition
wishes to call the chief at Sandy Lake—I

don't know if he realizes it, but he can dial

him directly right from Toronto. I don't know
if he realizes it. And Pikangikum the same

way.

Mr. S. Smith: Did you predict an eclipse of

the sun while you were up there as well?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: So I just point that out

to the member.

Mr. S. Smith: You should have brought a

lighter with you as well. An amazing firestick.

He will have a flick of the Bic if this keeps

up.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: This has really happened
within the last few days, so that we have
made a tremendous amount of progress in

northern Ontario. Even the member for Oriole

(Mr. Williams) recognized the progress that

has been going on in northern Ontario—a
southerner who sits back here, 1,200 miles

away from northern Ontario and is able to

recognize the tremendous-

Mr. Wildman: You're really scraping the

bottom of the barrel when you are using him
as a source.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—developments that are

occurring in northern Ontario. Sure there's

lots to be done. There is no question about

that; I think we all realize that. Of course,

this is the reason that this new ministry is

being established.

We can talk about increased tourism. The
hon. member mentioned Crown land camping
as an area that should be looked! at very care-

fully. He pointed out in great detail how the

pork-and-beaners were moving in and ex-

ploiting the resources of northern Ontario.

Well, we tried the Crown land camping ex-

periment, a three-year experiment, in north-

west Ontario. That information now is being

carefully tabulated within the Ministry of Na-
tural Resources. I am hopeful of, and cer-

tainly I will be pressing for, some further

program that can be extended right across the

north that will make sure the resources are

carefully controlled and in the best interests

of all the people in northern Ontario.

I believe there was some mention that in

the bill itself there was no reference to native

peoples in northern Ontario. I just want to

point out that the programs that we will be

administering will be for all the people of

northern Ontario. We have native peoples

living in all parts of this province, so in no

way do we want to segregate that particular

group in our communities in this particular

bill. But we will be looking after their needs

equally as enthusiastically as we will look

after the needs of all other communities in

the north. I just make that point very clear.

Many of the members touched on the

single-industry communities. I would1 just

point out to the hon. members that in the

last seven years since the Davis administra-

tion took over the responsibility of admin-

istering the affairs of this province, there

hasn't been a new single-industry community
established in this province under the new

guidelines that we accepted in Design for

Development.

[10:15]

Mr. S. Smith: There is not a new mine on

the drawing board, for heaven's sake.

Hon. W. Newman: Maybe that's your fault.

Mr. Reid: You do not call Pickle Lake a

community?
Mr. S. Smith: Oh sure, there is a grocery

store as well as a mine.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Well, there's an estab-

lished community there.

Hon. W. Newman: Have you ever been in

northern Ontario?

Mr. S. Smith: I have been there about a

dozen times.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Right. But I'm looking

at Ignace, Mattabi Mines. In no way do we
allow a new community to establish adjacent

to the mine.

We established South Bay Mines, at Con-

federation Lake, a totally portable com-

munity. Everything is built on a temporary
basis. It's all mobile homes. That is the kind

of thrust that we've been concentrating on

and this is one of the 75 recommendations, as
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the member for Lake Nipigon will recognize,
in Design for Development. And that is the

thrust that we're going.

Mr. Wildman: That is your solution. Mobile
home parks as a solution.

Mr. Nixon: Right. Fix it so they can move
out.

Mr. Foulds: That sounds like a program of

Tsar Nicholas II.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: And also we're respond-

ing to those one-industry communities that

may experience a period where their ore body
will be exhausted. I think of Atikokan as a

typical example. The member for Rainy River

is well aware and certainly very familiar with

the problems of that particular community.
We've already responded to it, as he well

knows, with the establishment of a district

office of Natural Resources, with the imple-
mentation of the Quetico Park plan which will

bring a new economic thrust to the Atikokan

area. A new hospital was established in Ati-

kokan; a new airport. And we assisted the

community in bringing in the waferboard

plant—the Pluswood Company—creating 125

jobs. And now Ontario Hydro is establishing
a steam generating plant in Atikokan. That's

the kind of thrust we will accelerate with this

particular ministry in place.

Mr. Reid: Going to use this in the next

campaign.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I say this to reassure the

members from northern Ontario that we will

not have a repetition of the problems of the

past.

Mr. Nixon: How did they do things without

a Ministry of Northern Affairs?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: But the thrust is there

and certainly I want to recognize the support
in principle that both parties have given to

this particular bill.

I just want to deal briefly with the member
for Sudbury East because after all he is the

official critic of this particular ministry in the

third party. He quoted in detail from an
editorial written by Michael Atkins, who
writes in the Northern Life in the Sudbury
area. He went into great detail to outline how
Michael Atkins was quite sour on the new
ministry. But what he failed to do was to

wait a few days and to see the editorial that

Mr. Atkins wrote on May 11, after attending
a meeting at the municipal advisory commit-

tee in northeastern Ontario. I (think it's well

worth putting into the record, because he

makes a complete reversal. For the sake of

time I won't put the entire editorial on the

record, but I will just put one or two lines,

just to get the thrust-

Mr. Martel: Go ahead. Give us the whole

thing.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—the thrust of his edi-

torial to refute entirely what the member for

Sudbury East has already put on the record.

He goes on to say: "In fact, I'm persuaded,
if not entirely convinced, there might be hope
for the Ministry of Northern Affairs." There,

you see?

Mr. Germa: There might be hope.

Mr. Foulds: That's called a rave review for

you.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's completely con-

trary to what the member for Sudbury East

put on the record. So already there has been
a change of heart in the Sudbury area to

which the member made reference.

Mr. Wildman: That was only after he

heard about the amendments. Then he

thought there was hope.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

minister only has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would just remind the

member for Sudbury East that before the

establishment of this new Ministry of North-

ern Affairs, while it's certainly not patterned
after those in Manitoba and Saskatchewan,

we did look at their operations. In fact, we
went as far as the province of Alberta to look

at what they were doing.
In the province of Alberta they don't have

a Ministry of Northern Affairs, but they have

a commission set up. When I visited them
this spring they indicated to me ait that par-
ticular time that the commission had worked
itself out and that they were seriously con-

sidering the establishment of a Ministry of

Northern Affairs in Alberta. I explained to

them the thrust that we were going in and

they were extremely interested. In fact we
have already directed to them a copy of our

particular bill along with other information

that I've given the hon. members.
So there is that kind of interest out in

western Canada. The member knows full well

that the northern affairs branch in Saskatche-

wan is a total failure. The one in Manitoba

is much better; it has been very productive.

We took some ideas from the province of

Manitoba; I won't deny that. We have added

to it and we have built on the strength of

what we saw in Manitoba.

Mr. Martel: You've left lots out too.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We know we have the

basis of a ministry that can produce and can

do the diings to which many hon. members
referred. Many hon. members also dealt with

specific issues within their particular ridings

relating to road construction.
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I think the unorganized communities at-

tracted a tremendous amount of attention

because they are a concern; they are a con-

cern not only of myself but of all of us in the

government party from the Premier and the

Treasurer to all members of this government—
and that is why we have established the

isolated communities assistance fund.

Mr. Martel: Are you going to accept our

amendments?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It was very plain, follow-

ing the introduction of Bill 102, that the type
of control suggested in that particular bill

was not acceptable to the people in unorgan-
ized communities of northern Ontario. The
isolated communities assistance fund, with
which the members now are becoming more
familiar, is the answer—at least on an interim

basis until we get something better in place—
and it is working very well.

Mr. Martel: Are you going to accept our
amendments?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would point out to the

hon. member for Sudbury East that if there

is an unorganized community in his particular
area which wants assistance for street lights—
that is the example he used—then we can find

a way to get funds into that particular area

if there is a community nucleus to carry on
the responsibility within that particular area.

We have already approved a minor grant
at Rossport in the riding of Lake Nipigon; it's

a $2,000 grant to assist in paving a dock or

wharf surface. I don't know if the hon. mem-
ber has been made aware of that yet or not.

Mr. Martel: Will you accept the amend-
ments then?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Those are the kinds of

things we can do through the isolated com-
munities assistance fund. It is there and in

place to assist the unorganized communities
in northern Ontario.

Mr. Martel: You will accept the amend-
ments then.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I want to

compliment the member for Fort William for

his very strong support and enthusiasm for

the establishment of this new ministry. His
comments that this ministry will have the

eyes, the ears and the voice of northern On-
tario, and the responsibility of bringing those

requests and the problems to the attention of

the government were I think, excellent com-
ments. I certainly look forward to his strong

support in the weeks and months ahead.

Mr. Foulds: John Lane isn't going to be

parliamentary assistant then?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The comments of the

member for London Centre, of course, were

a little disappointing. They were of a very

strong political nature. He talked all around
the bill, but gave us no constructive criticism.

I will certainly not commend him for that,

because I don't think he has really visited

northern Ontario to be able to speak with

any authority.

Hon. W. Newman: Like his leader.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I also want to recognize
the contribution made by the member for

Nickel Belt and his comments with regard to

the delivery of service, economic development
and certain job creation that will occur in

northern Ontario. Those are things that we
have in mind; no question about it. I think

it is fair to say that we are thinking along
the same lines. I think it is also fair to say
that the expectation of many people in north-

ern Ontario for the Ministry of Northern

Affairs is exceptionally high, and I don't want
to stand here in my place and say to the

member that I will be able to respond to all

of those particular requests or answer all

those particular problems.

I can tell the member that we have a dedi-

cated staff. I am particularly pleased that the

member for Port Arthur recognized very early

in his comments the calibre of people that we
are bringing into the new ministry, from the

deputy minister down. He is a northerner

from Chapleau and has a tremendous amount

of experience in government and in northern

Ontario.

The assistant deputy ministers, Bill Charl-

ton and Herb Aiken, along with many others,

are northern-oriented; they have that north-

ern flavour, that northern feeling. That is the

kind of feeling they are going to take away
from this particular debate and carry on with,

because they are the type of fellows that we
northerners really want to administer the

affairs of this new ministry. I want to take

exception—-if I can just go back a moment,
Mr. Speaker—to the member for Sudbury East

in his comments with regard to obtaining a

document that was prepared for my particular

ministry.

Hon. W. Newman: I'd just ignore him.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He said, "I just hap-

pened to get my hands on a document, and

I won't tell you how, prepared for the min-

istry, in a brown bag. These brown envelopes,

even in the new ministry, they manage to get

out. There was a very interesting document

prepared for the ministry by a planner, and

it says "—and he goes on to create—

Mr. Martel: You said last night I said! a

cheap plan from your ministry.
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, it's right here; I've

got the copy of Hansard.

Mr. Martel: I didn't involve your ministry

people.

Hon Mr. Bernier: This is Hansard, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order please. The hon. mem-
ber for Sudbury East had his opportunity to

speak.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I wish you would cor-

rect Hansard, because I'm quoting.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. minister will con-

tinue.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I am quoting from

Hansard, it's right there. It's on the record.

Mr. Martel: Read it.

Mr. Foulds: You need to take comprehen-
sion in reading.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: But, Mr. Speaker-
Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. minister will

continue. There's very few minutes left.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would just quote from

page four of that particular document that

was sent to my ministry on February 18 by
the director of long range planning, depart-
ment of planning and development for the

regional municipality of Sudbury. It was a
letter directed—it could have been directed by
anybody, but this was a planner in Sudbury
—where is the member for Sault Ste. Marie?
I'm sorry he's lost, or rather he's left-

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Bernier:—but the whole thrust of

this document, about which the member left

the inference that it had leaked out of my
ministry-

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It hadn't leaked at all.

He likely got it directly from the planner
himself, because all it deals with is the

parochial attitude of the Sudbury area to

the establishment of the regional office in

Sault Ste. Marie.

Mr. Martel: It doesn't deal with that at all.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I would ask the member
for Sudbury East, Mr. Speaker, and I won't
bore the House with—

Mr. Martel: It doesn't deal with that at all.

An hon. member: You've got the wrong
document.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: If he supports it I will

put the comments on the record then.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member's point of

order.

Mr. Martel: The point of order I have, Mr.

Speaker is that the minister is rather er-

roneously misleading the House in that the

document I have-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: Let me just-

Mr. Speaker: If the minister misquoted the

member, he may correct it.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, the document I

have does not make reference to the location

of the ministry offices in the Sudbury area

whatsoever, or the Sault. It doesn't make any
reference to it.

Mr. Hodgson: You are backtracking now,
Elie.

Mr. Martel: That is just not factual.

Mr. Speaker: All right. May I point out to

the hon. minister that it is almost 10:30. Will

he be able to wind1 up his remarks in the next

moment?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Oh yes.

Mr. Roy: Hopeful, eh?

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Rather than belabour

the House, I want to recognize very quickly
the contribution made by the member for

Lake Nipigon. Certainly his knowledge of

northern Ontario is broad and in depth, and

I just want to express my appreciation to him

—for this particular contribution.

An hon. member: Great job.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He gave me a shopping

list which we will carefully examine, of

course, and review in some depth.

Mr. S. Smith: I am sure he wishes he were

here to hear that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I also want to recognize

the contribution made by the member for

Algoma-ManitouKn, who had a tremendous

part to play in the establishment of this new

ministry, and to recognize his contribution;

not only in this particular debate but in the

weeks and months that have preceded the

establishment of this particular ministry.

Mr. Breithaupt: We are going to read that

back to him in a year.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In finalizing my com-

ments I think the member for Cochrane South

made a very valuable contribution in one of

his maiden speeches in this House. Certainly

it's obvious he has a grasp of the problems in

northern Ontario. We will of course be exam-
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ining his comments with a great dleal of Mr. Speaker: The motion is for second
interest and sincerity, and hope that we can reading of Bill 21. Shall this motion carry?
come to grips with the problems that he has

Qrdered for committee of the whoIe House
recognized tor us.

Mr. Speaker, that concludes my particular On motion by Hon. Mr. Wells the House
remarks. adjourned at 10:30 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

BILINGUAL COURT SERVICES

Hon. Mr. MclMurtry: As 1 indicated on

Wednesday of this week, Mr. Speaker, I

want today to bring the members of the

Legislature up to date on some recent devel-

opments in my ministry's program to expand
French-language court services in Ontario. I

also want to deal again briefly with some of

the statements made recently about the im-

pending trial of Mr. Gerard Filion.

The Ontario government, as il 'have at-

tempted to indicate on a number of occasions

in this Legislature, recognizes that the use

of the French langauge is of fundamental

importance to French-speaking citizens in the

courts and is of course particularly relevant

to the administration of justice. As I have
also indicated on past occasions, it is our
intention to continue to expand the use of

the French language in our courts.

During the past year I believe that we
have made great progress in developing
French-language court services in Ontario

and, as I say, I am confident we will continue

to progress in this regard.
A year ago my ministry began a develop-

mental project in the provincial court, crir .i-

nal division, in Sudbury. This level of the

court system was chosen to start French-

language services because it is the level

where the vast majority of the public comes
into contact with the court system.
The provincial court, criminal division,

deals with more than 99 per cent of the

criminal and quasi-criminal cases disposed of

in Ontario. This includes all matters under
the Criminal Code of Canada except those

where a preliminary inquiry is held. It also

includes matters under provincial statutes

such as The Highway Traffic Act and The

Liquor Licence Act as well as matters under

municipal bylaws. This means that the vast

majority of cases involving criminal charges,
driving violations and liquor legislation infrac-

tions, as well as local bylaws such as parking
violations, may be dealt with in the French

language in the designated areas.

Friday, July 8, 1977

The project in Sudbury enabled us to

examine and refine the program with actual

experience involving the public, the courts,

the Crown attorneys and the police. As a

result of the Sudbury experience and what
we have learned from it, French-language
services in the provincial court, criminal di-

vision, have now become permanent in the

judicial district of Sudbury.
In addition, I have expanded this service

to the judicial district of Carleton, in Ottawa,
and to the united counties of Prescott and

Russell, in L'Orignal. French-language courts

became available in those two areas on June
6, 1977.

Furthermore, I can now advise this House
that there will be a further expansion of this

service to Kapuskasing, Hearst, Smooth Rock

Falls, Cochrane and Hornpayne. This will

take place on October 3, 1977.

When these services are in place, French-

language court services will be available to

about 66 per cent of Ontario citizens who
speak French only, the citizens whose indi-

vidual needs in this regard are of course the

greatest. In addition, French-language court

services will be available to about 35 per
cent of our citizens who speak both French
and English.

At the same time, it is important to remem-
ber that my ministry will of course continue

to provide, as it is our responsibility, inter-

preter services in every level of the criminal

court system for any person before the courts

who requires it, in English, French or indeed

in any other language.
In addition to French-language court ser-

vice in areas of concentrations of Franco-

Ontarians and our interpreter services

throughout the province, my mininstry is

now providing 11 bilingual court forms to

assist persons before the provincial court,

criminal division. These are being used in all

areas with French-language courts and in

other areas with large populations of citizens

who speak French. These areas are Algoma.
Cochrane, Glengarry, Nipissing, Ottawa-Carle-

ton, Prescott, Russell, Stormont, Sudbury and

Timiskaming.
iln the areas with French-language court

services, my ministry has carried out an in-

formation program to make the public aware

of this service. As a result of our experience
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in Sudbury, we published and distributed

more than 50,000 pamphlets in French ex-

plaining the service. These were distributed

through the schools and made available by
court and police officers throughout each area.

We also placed newspaper advertisements in

each area. We intend to continue this infor-

mation program in all areas that will receive

French-language court services in the future

in order that the public may be aware of

these services.

One of the rarely recognized difficulties

in expanding French-language courts is the

fact that the vast majority of lawyers in

Ontario were educated in English. Even some
lawyers who speak French do have some
hesitation in taking trials in French, because
their professional background and training
was taken in English.
We hope to alleviate this situation over the

long term by encouraging more instruction

in the French language for law students. My
colleague, the Minister of Colleges and Uni-
versities (Mr. Parrott), is going to provide
special funds to the University of Ottawa for
common law courses in the French language.
These new courses will begin this September.

In addition to all the developments I have
mentioned, I recently established a task force
within my ministry to explore further the

legal and administrative issues involved in an
even greater extension of the French language
in various ways in our courts.

My ministry intends to continue the ex-

pansion of French-language services in the

provincial court, criminal division, and in

the provincial court, family divison, as well.

I expect to be able to announce further ex-

pansion in both courts later this year.
I would like to point out that in the courts

for which this government has responsibility
for making judicial appointments, the per-
centage of French-speaking judges has been
increased steadily. In our provincial criminal
courts we now have 12.4 per cent of the

judges who are fully bilingual. In the family
courts the figure is 10.2 per cent. This com-
pares with four per cent in the Supreme
Court of Ontario and 7.6 per cent in the
county and district courts-the courts in
which the federal government has responsi-
bility for making judicial appointments.

Mr. Speaker, according to the 1971 census,
about 10 per cent of Ontario's citizens speak
French only, or both French and English.

My ministry's record in the past year of

developing and expanding French language
court services, I believe, is positive evidence
of the Ontario government's continuing com-
mitment to improve public services to Franco-
Ontarians.

I'd like to deal specifically with the situa-

tion of Mr. Gerard Filion that has—
Mr. Renwick: On a point of order. Mr.

Speaker, I have listened with some concern
about the matters related to Mr. Gerard
Filion being debated in public when they are
matters before the criminal courts of the prov-
ince. My question and my point of order is,

whether it is appropriate in this House for
matters affecting the trial of Mr. Gerard
Filion to be a matter of public statement by
the Attorney General?

My question to you, Mr. Speaker, is:

Should not all of these questions be decided
within the criminal court process, with the

Attorney General having the opportunity to

make, through his agents, whatever arguments
he wishes to make about this whole question?

Quite obviously, Mr. Gerard Filion's ad-
visers believe this touches upon a fair trial

for Mr. Filion, and those matters are matters
which should not be used for public debate
in this assembly. I ask your ruling about it.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, if I may just make
a comment on the point of order raised by
my colleague, I think these are matters maybe
you should consider in your decision. First
of all, as far as Filion is concerned, I think
he and his advisers are the first ones to
raise this matter publicly in the province, so
one certainly would have to give that some
consideration.

The second thing about the Filion case—
and I think the rulings as to what is sub

judice before this House may be the subject
of a statement that you will be making
shortly—as I understand the rules and
precedents set by the House of Commons,
legislatures and so on, I don't think there's

any impediment to making any comment or

public debate about an issue before the courts

as long as it is not before trial itself. As
I listen to the Attorney General making cer-

tain comments as he did the other day about
the Filion trial, and giving certain reasons
about the difficulty of granting a trial in

French in these circumstances, in my opinion,

respectfully, I say this to the Chair, I frankly
see nothing improper.

Mr. Speaker: It's difficult for me to make
that decision. I will be covering points like

that in just a few moments. But I would
just caution the hon. Attorney General to be
fully aware and cognizant and cautious about
what he does say. I'll place the responsibility
on his shoulders for anything that might pos-
sibly prejudice the trial of this learned

gentleman.

Mr. Renwick: If I might, I'll just make a
further comment on the matter. We have
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had, as has been the custom now, an oppor-

tunity to read the statement that the At-

torney General is about to make. His state-

ment is full and complete with respect to

French language services in the courts of

the province of Ontario, without having to

deal at all with the question of Mr. Gerard

Filion. While I respect the way in which

you have transferred the question to the

Attorney General, I do draw your attention,

and to the attention of my colleague who
intervened on the point of order, that cer-

tainly in debate in this assembly we are

called to order if we refer to any matter that

is pending in the court or before a judge
for judicial determination. I don't think we
should split hairs about what that rule

means.

[10:15]

I recognize that the Attorney General is

making a statement before the orders of the

day, and in that sense this is not a debate.

But surely it is consistent with the principle

of this House that it would be wise for the

Attorney General to defer, and eliminate

from his statement to this House, those re-

marks relating specifically to Mr. Gerard

Filion and to use the court process as the

proper place to make any statements he has

about the request which Mr. Filion has

made, obviously on the advice of his coun-

sel, with respect to the facilities in that

court.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I would simply like

to state, Mr. Speaker, that I reject very

strongly the suggestion that the balance of

my statement contains any material that

could possibly prejudice, influence or in any
way affect the fair trial of Mr. Gerard Filion

before the courts of this province.
I am not dealing with any of the evidence

before the court. Much of what is contained
in the balance of the two and a half pages of

the statement has already been mentioned in

the House. There is perhaps some additional

material in relation to the issue of French-

speaking juries which I think is useful in-

formation for the House.
I am satisfied there is nothing that I am

going to say, and would like to say, Mr.

Speaker, in the balance of my statement that

could possibly interfere with the rule—and
the very important rule; I recognize—of
not discussing matters that would offend the

rule as to matters that are before the courts

in relation to what is sub judice. Those

matters, of course, usually deal with the mat-

ter of discussing any evidence or aspect of

the evidence that might be introduced in

the courtroom. I have no intention of deal-

ing with any of the evidence that is going
to be introduced in this trial.

Mr. Speaker: With that assurance, I will

allow the hon. Attorney General to continue,

because I think the responsibility is on his

shoulders that he does not—and I am re-

peating myself, I realize—divulge any infor-

mation which might prejudice the certain

person's situation in court.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Speaker, I hope you
will indulge me while I make a point be-

cause of the immense significance of it. I

am not suggesting for one moment that

the Attorney General will be talking about

matters related to evidence that will come
before the court.

The important point I want to make is

that Mr. Gerard Filion has been advised,

obviously by his counsel, with respect to a

procedural matter in the courts, which ob-

viously Mr. Gerard Filion's adviser feels

touches upon the question of whether or not

there will be a fair hearing for his client.

I do not think that the rules permit a dis-

cussion of that kind of matter in debate

because, in fact, procedural matters in crim-

inal cases are in many instances just as im-

portant as, if not more important than, the

actual substance of the evidence.

I want the Attorney General to under-
stand that I am not suggesting for a mo-
ment that anything that he is going to say
touches upon what evidence there may be
but it touches upon a profound procedural

question raised by an accused person in

the criminal court process. I don't think there

should be argumentative discussion in this

House about that matter. It should be re-

served for argument before the courts.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: This will be the final word.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Perhaps I can end

the impasse by saying that I don't wish to

get into debate particularly about this mat-

ter with the member for Riverdale. I respect

his views and I acknowledge his concerns

in relation to the administration of justice in

this province.
In order to save time, since much of what

I have dealt with in the statement has been

mentioned in bits and pieces in this House-

Mr. Roy: That's right, you have gone

through that already.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —I am prepared

simply to say that I will withhold the bal-

ance of my statement over the weekend. I

will perhaps want to discuss this matter with

the member for Riverdale between now and

Monday, and I am prepared to leave my
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statement at the point we have reached at

present.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you. Any further state-

ments by the ministry? The Minister of Com-
munity and Social Services.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Energy.

Mr. Speaker: The Minister of Energy.
An hon. member: Either way it doesn't

make, much difference.

'Mr. Cassidy: He was bad there—worse
than he is now.

MUNICIPAL ELECTRICAL UTILITIES

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Later today I shall be

introducing legislation for the restructuring
of the municipal electric utilities in the re-

gions of Waterloo and Peel. The Waterloo

legislation was introduced by the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) in the last session as Bill 36.

These bills are the first of a series which
will result from the process started by Task
Force Hydro and the government committee
on the restructuring of public utilities chaired

by Mr. William Hogg.
A significant feature of this legislation is

that it reflects the hard work and dedication

of the local study teams, the restructuring

steering committee, their staff and Ontario

Hydro. I would like to express my apprecia-
tion on behalf of the government to all of

those involved.

Today I wish to reaffirm the government's
commitment to the basic principles of the

Hogg report. However, experience with re-

structuring studies undertaken in the past
two years has indicated that strict applica-
tion of these guidelines may be too restric-

tive in some local situations. We have, there-

fore, developed a more flexible interpreta-

tion of the guidelines, to ensure that the re-

structuring of utilities is carried out to best

serve local interests.

The steps required are simple, and once

complete could result in speedy resolution of

the anomalies which now exist in various re-

gions. These steps are as follows:

First: Where utility restructuring in a re-

gion or a restructured county is thought to

be desirable, a review of the whole area is

initiated by a local study team, assisted where
appropriate by the provincial restructuring
committee.

Second: The local study team evaluates

and makes recommendations on a variety of

options to restructure its region including a

regional or upper-tier utility, lower-tier utili-

ties and/or a temporary continuation of On-
tario Hydro's rural retail system.
The basic objective is that there should be

no more than one municipal hydro-electric

utility per area municipality, and that munici-

pal utilities should take over retail service

within their municipalities from Ontario Hy-
dro. However, where it is decided locally, as

part of a regional! overview that a munici-

pality cannot yet support a viable utility to

serve all of its residents, then Ontario Hydro's
rural retail system may continue to serve
those parts of that municipality which it now
serves.

The municipal council will be given the

responsibility to decide when the municipal
hydro-electric utility should extend its serv-

ice area. In the interim, the council would
review electrical supply at least every three

years, and a unified municipal utility would
operate any pre-existing municipal electric

systems. After the council orders the service

area to be extended, the municipal utility
will supply retail power to all electrical cus-

tomers in the municipality.
Mr. Speaker, the two bills to be introduced

later today reflect the Hogg principles, as-

interpreted in this more flexible way to take
account of local circumstances.

TRUCK WEIGHT REGULATIONS
Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I would like

to inform the House of the recent activities of

my ministry with respect to improved axle
and gross weight legislation for commercial
motor vehicles.

Ontario is one of the leading road author-

ities on the North American continent in de-

veloping and applying the most modern

technology for the design, construction,

maintenance and the overall management of

its highway network. As one consequence of

this, Ontario truck operators are permitted
the heighest weights for commercial motor
vehicles on the North American continent.

There is ample evidence to indicate that

there are major cost consequences for the

province if we do not clearly and firmly estab-

lish understandable and enforceable controls

over both axle and gross vehicle weights.

The members are familiar with my minis-

try's long-standing objectives with respect to

vehicle weight legislation. We are very con-

cerned with the efficient movement of goods
on our road system. This requires that trans-

porters and shippers of goods achieve maxi-

mum payloads. On the other hand, we must
balance this need with the necessity of pre-

serving the integrity of our roads and bridges
and of safety on the highways. The problem
of striking a proper balance between these

concerns is exceedingly complex.
I introduced a related but temporary

amendment to The Highway Traffic Act last

March, and I had hoped to be able to intro-
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duce further and permanent legislation at this

time. Our efforts to prepare legislation re-

quired discussion and consultation of our

proposals with industry. In these discussions,

I am pleased that there was a clear accept-
ance of the need to protect our roads and

bridges, and of the need for a less complex
and more enforceable legislation. During the

discussions, a number of legitimate concerns

were raised.

As a consequence of these concerns, our

proposals have been significantly revised. The
revised proposals are now before industry for

further review which, in its turn, will result

in further consultation. Therefore, I will not

be able to introduce legislation during this

session.

It is our earnest desire to recognize in

every possible way, the legitimate concerns
of the trucking and shipping public while at

the same time it is our firm intention to pro-
tect the integrity and safety of the province's
roads and bridges and to keep the financial

consequences to the province within manage-
able proportions.

I am determined that further consultation
will result in broad acceptance of a mean-
ingful system to control the weights of loads
to be carried in Ontario. I anticipate that
the revised proposals will be acceptable to
the industry and I expect to introduce the

necessary legislation to mandate new weight
provisions in the fall session.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. Speaker: I make the following ruling
to the House:

On June 30 last, the member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk (Mr. Nixon), after putting
certain questions to the Premier (Mr. Davis),

(asked

me to take under consideration the sub

judice rule and its application concerning
questions placed earlier that day. The mem-
ber requested me, and I quote: "To use your
good offices to see that the orders of the
court are placed before the House so that

we might have your guidance as to whether
or not this matter, which involves Ontario

Hydro and a decision by the Premier to order
a secret inquiry, can or cannot be discussed
in this House."

/ May I first say as strongly as I can that I

know of no authority by which any court can

prevent free discussion in this chamber.

Second, I have grave reservations concerning
the advisability of the Chair becoming in-

volved in a search of court records for orders
made concerning the publication of evidence
at preliminary hearings. This is not my re-

sponsibility.

I did however, particularly in light of the

request made by the member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk, address a letter to the

Premier asking him to provide me with a

copy of the order to which he referred earlier

in the day, so that I might be better informed
with respect to a possible prejudicing of a
criminal trial. I will speak further of this in

a moment.
The Attorney General, at the request of

the Premier, provided me with information
that there are criminal charges being heard

|

in the courts which have to do with the

awarding of contracts relating to Ontario

Hydro, the Madawaska dam and the Bruce

generating station. In my view this informa-
tion should be communicated to the House 1

by the minister and not through the Speaker.
I have already so informed the Attorney Gen-
eral. The minister may of course answer
questions or decline to answer questions if

he thinks this may be prejudicial to a fair

trial of parties before the court.

The central issue lies in the application of

the sub judice rule, which is standing order

16(a)7(i), and I quote, "In debate a member
will be called to order by the Speaker, if he
refers to any matter that is pending in a
court or before a judge for judicial deter-

mination."

On June 30 and subsequent days, questions
were posed, the answers to which indicated

that there was an order of a court barring

publication of details of a criminal trial. I

was placed in the difficult position of having
no other information before me, and it was
in this light that I cautioned the House con-

cerning the sub judice convention. I have

now had an opportunity to reflect on this,

and to study the precedents which are inter-

esting and I hope will be helpful to the

House.

May I repeat what I said earlier. No court
j

has the ability to prevent this House fromj
discussing any matter. The freedom of speech
which this House claims as a right is not at

issue because of the court order. The House
j

however has imposed restrictions on itself •

and one of these restrictions is that great
care is exercised in discussing matters before

the court, so that statements here do not

deny justice to the parties involved in the

courts.

[10:301

Standing order 16(a) places a duty on the

Speaker to exercise discretion over debate in

matters before the courts. Earlier this year,

the House of Commons of Canada undertook
a substantial examination of the sub judice
convention in the Canadian context. The re-

port, which was presented on April 29, has
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been of great assistance to me and I com-

mend it to members. Following a lengthy

recitation of precedents from Canada, the

United Kingdom and Australia, the com-

mittee notes that the Parliament of Canada
has been more flexible in the application of

the sub judice convention than other coun-

tries. I wish to quote the final sections of that

report:

Section 22: "In the view of your commit-

tee, the justification for the convention has

not been established beyond all doubt, al-

though it would not go so far as to recom-

mend that it be totally abolished. Your com-
mittee believes, however, that any modifica-

tion of the practice should be in the direction

o| greater flexibility rather than stricter ap-

plication.

"It is not possible to determine whether or

to what extent comments made in Parlia-

ment might affect the outcome of a trial or

an inquiry. The Chair is seldom in possession
of the necessary information to determine
whether or not prejudicial effect is likely. It

follows that the House should not be unduly
fettered by a convention, the basis of which
is uncertain.

"On no account should the convention,

which has been applied infrequently in years

past, come to be regarded as a fixed and

binding rule. It is not reasonable, for ex-

ample, that Parliament should be any more
limited in its debates concerning judicial pro-

ceedings than is the press in reporting such

proceedings."
In section 23: "Your committee has given

consideration to the role of the Speaker in

the application of the convention. It is sub-

mitted that while there can be no substitute

for the discretion of the Chair in the last

resort, all members of the House should

share in the responsibility of exercising re-

straint when it seems called for. A member
who feels that there could be a risk of caus-

ing prejudice in referring to a particular case

or inquiry should refrain from raising the

matter. Additionally, a member who calls for

the suppression of discussion on a matter on

grounds of sub judice should be obliged to

demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Chair
that he has reasonable grounds for fearing
that prejudice might result.

"Should a question to a minister touch

upon a matter of sub judice it is likely that

the minister involved will have more informa-

tion concerning the matter than the Speaker.
The minister might be better able to judge
whether answering the question might cause

prejudice. In such a situation, the minister

could refuse to answer the question on these

grounds, bearing in mind that refusal to

answer a question is his prerogative in any
event.

"It is the view of your committee that the

responsibility of the Chair during the ques-
tion period should be minimal as regards the

sub judice convention and that the responsi-

bility should principally rest upon the mem-
ber who asked the question and the minister

to whom it is addressed."

Section 24 states: "Your committee is of

the opinion that precise regulations concern-

ing the application of the sub judice conven-

tion cannot be evolved, and that it would be

unwise to attempt to do so. Your committee

recommends that the Speaker should remain

the final arbiter in the matter, that he should

retain the authority to prevent discussion of

matters in the House on the ground of sub

judice, but that he should only exercise this

discretion in exceptional cases where it is

clear to him that to do otherwise could be

harmful to specific individuals.

"In exercising this discretion, your com-
mittee recommends that when there is doubt

in the mind of the Chair, a presumption
should exist in favour of allowing debate and

against the application of the convention. In

v'cw of your committee, prejudice is most

likely to occur in respect of criminal cases

and civil cases of defamation where juries are

involved."

I can see no reason why similar principles

ought not to guide the members of this

House.

ORAL QUESTIONS

Mr. Speaker: We'll now have oral ques-

tions. The hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. S. Smith: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Thank you very much for that excellent rul-

ing.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Premier.

Is the Premier now prepared to tell the

House under what authority he appointed

Mr. Justice Campbell Grant; what were his

terms of reference; what were the costs of

the inquiry and under what budget did

this money come; were persons called to

testify under oath during this inquiry; and,

if so, under what authority?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think there are some

parts of that question that would be ap-

propriate for me to answer. In fact, if mem-

ory serves me correcdy, I've already an-

swered some.

Mrs. Campbell: One.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: With great respect to

the member for St. George (Mrs. Campbell)

my recollection is that there are two or

three. But I'll see if I can recall accurately

what I said.

I think, Mr. Speaker, I explained to mem-
bers of this House that on certain matters

the Premier of this province—and this also

applies to ministers—not only have a right,

they have an obligation, to seek out infor-

mation and to get reports, whether it is

done on a confidential or non-confidential

basis. I asked Mr. Justice Grant to assess cer-

tain matters, to conduct an investigation.

That investigation, as I have said, is com-

pleted.
As I said to the Leader of the Opposition

and to the hon. member for Brant-Oxford-

Norfolk there is a court order and, even

apart from the order itself, there is no ques-

tion whatsoever in my mind—and I've had

some limited experience in terms of the

courts—that this is a matter which should

not be discussed in this Legislature at this

time.

I must say, Mr. Speaker, that I'm looking
forward to the opportunity of sharing the

contents of Mr. Justice Campbell Grant's

report with the members opposite. On the

first occasion that's available to me as Pre-

mier of this province—because the trial is

to commence this fall—I intend to share that

information with all of those honourable

members who are interested.

With respect to the question of how it is

to be paid for, obviously there are means

whereby this can be done. I was reluctant

to mention this to the hon. members of the

House, but Mr. Justice Campbell Grant,

being the kind of person that he is, has de-

clined to accept any payment for what he

regarded as a matter of public responsibility.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of a supplementary:
the question of whether there were costs

involved, apart from remuneration to Mr.

Justice Grant, has still not been addressed

by the Premier. May I ask him also to ad-

dress himself, if he would, as to whether
witnesses were called to testify under oath

and, if so, under what authority? Perhaps, if

he would answer those questions further

supplementaries may result.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think this matter was

already referred to in the press. I do want to

say that one is sometimes disappointed, being
in public life, in the press—not too often. The
information upon which I asked Mr. Justice

Campbell Grant to conduct this investigation
has been available to the members of the

media for some months. I want to compli-

ment the vast majority of responsible journal-
ists who have stayed away from discussing
this issue, or attempting to, in the press, be-

cause I think it is fundamental to the ad-

ministration of justice in this province that

an order of the court of this nature be ob-

served.

In terms of how Mr. Justice Campbell
Grant conducted his investigation, he did it

within the limitations that were imposed by
that court order. I would only assume, that

most of the people he discussed it with be-

cause it was not under The Public Inquiries

Act, were not under oath. This would be

my assessment.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I say to the

Leader of the Opposition that I know that

there is some interest, and I think a very
understandable one; I would say this to him
and more particularly to his colleague on
his left (Mr. Nixon) and to the member for

Ottawa East (Mr. Roy), who has had some

experience in the administration of justice

in this province and, I sense, has some re-

spect for it and some concern about it.

As I have said prior to this, I am really
most anxious to share Mr. Justice Campbell
Grant's report with not only the members
of the House, but the public. But I say
without any hesitation whatsoever, a dis-

cussion of the information that led to my ask-

ing Mr. Justice Campbell Grant for that re-

port is without question sub judice. Dis-

cussion of it in this House would be, with-

out doubt, prejudicial to the case, both in

terms of the accused and to the Crown. I

have shared as much as I think I properly
can with the members of this House at this

moment.

Mr. Nixon: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Point of order.

Mr. Nixon: I wonder, sir, following your

ruling, whether you or the Premier could not

make it clear to this House what events are,

in fact, before the courts and what makes it

sub judice as far as our discussion is con-

cerned? Are there individuals in this prov-

ince charged with something having to do

with the award of Hydro contracts? If so,

I'm not aware of those charges. How can

we be? Is there such a charge before the

courts involving the award of Hydro con-

tracts?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think the

Attorney General might properly answer that.

To my best recollection, the answer to that

is no.

Mr. Nixon: Then what's sub judice?
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Perhaps, Mr. Speaker,

if I may be permitted, I can be of assistance

at this time. There are a number of charges

before the courts, and the evidence adduced

at the preliminary inquiry, including the

evidence that seems to be of greatest interest

to the members opposite, is relevant to these

charges one way or another.

I am not going to go into the details other

than to say this: The preliminary hearing
into these charges commenced on November
4, 1976, and at that time His Honour Chief

Judge Hayes made an order pursuant to sec-

tion 467 of the Criminal Code prohibiting
the publication or broadcast of the evidence

taken at the preliminary hearing. That's when
the order was made.

Following the questions that were asked
in this House and following the occasion of

the letter from the Speaker to the Premier
of this province, I requested a legal opinion
from the director of the Crown law office,

Mr. R. M. McLeod, who is not only the direc-

tor of the Crown law office but is also in

charge of the particular prosecution.
The question that was put to Mr. McLeod

by myself was as follows: "Should the ac-

tivities or statements of any person in relation

to the awarding of Ontario Hydro contracts

relating to the Madawaska dam or the Bruce

generating station, or the details of any in-

quiry conducted by or on behalf of the gov-
ernment of Ontario with respect to those con-

tracts, be brought forward in the Legislature

by way of motion, debate, question or other-

wise?"

In delivering his opinion to me, Mr. Mc-
Leod said in part: "Please find attached an

opinion prepared by me in this matter. This

opinion contains references to the evidence in

the preliminary hearing in the matter of

Regina versus Filion et al and accordingly
ought not to be published in any newspaper
or broadcast." In relation to the issue that

was put to Mr. McLeod, his opinion is: "No,
any such motion, debate or question would
be in relation to a matter which is sub

judice."

Mr. Nixon: Further to the point of order,
Mr. Speaker, would you not agree with
me that a statement such as that should
have been put before the House and not
left to your discretion in order to make a

ruling lacking that information? Would you
not agree with me that the Premier and the

Attorney General failed in their responsibility
to this House in not putting that information?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nonsense.

Mr. Nixon: Instead of that, the Premier
indicated the questions were silly—he used

that word—and then he just recently advised

my leader to simply assist in restraining his

colleagues to his left from asking these ques-
tions.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, not the questions; the

innuendoes. The innuendoes were silly, and
the member knows it. Hearken back to 1975.

The member knows this is what happened
to his people before.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Nixon: Would you not agree, Mr.

Speaker, that the Attorney General and the

Premier had the responsibility to make such
a statement to this House for you to rule on
their veracity, and that they have failed in

their duties?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Live and learn.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. If I had felt

that the statements were improper at the

time, I would have taken action. I placed
the responsibility, I think, in the proper
places this morning in my ruling, first of all,

on the members who are asking the question
and on the appropriate minister. And I

believe that most people are trying to exer-

cise that responsibility properly this morning.

Mr. Reid: How can we do that without

any knowledge?
Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You will have an occasion.

Mr. Reid: How can we make a decision

whether it is sub judice?

Mr. Speaker: I would ask you to continue

with that exercise from here on.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Listen, your colleague
from Riverdale summed it up very well.

Mr. Roy: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker,
the Attorney General has just expressed an

opinion about which my colleague from Brant

has expressed some concern. I share that con-

cern because that seems to be a very wide

opinion. Our concern is basically this: Fine,

there's a court order at the time of the pre-

liminary hearing; and I think the Attorney
General will agree with me that a court order

is basically directed at the press to prevent
broadcast and publication and not, as the

Premier stated the other day, to prevent dis-

cussion—and I am quoting Hansard. My
point is this, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Pope: It has been said before. Let's

get with it.

Mr. Roy: Well, I am quoting from

Hansard.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.

member keep to his point of order?
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Mr. Pope: Let's get on with it.

Interjections.

Mr. Nixon: All you say is that the questions
are silly.

Mr. Roy: Look at Hansard. I am quoting
the Premier from Hansard.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member please
continue with his point of order through the

Chair?

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I am being chal-

lenged by the Premier. I will read him his

answer where he said-

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: If he feels that way then read
the stuff into the record. The Premier is on

very sticky ground.

[10:45]

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: The Premier, in answer to a ques-
tion, said: "Mr. Speaker, I cannot. There is

an order related to the matter before the

courts to which this question refers, which
order prohibits any discussion or publication
of material." I am quoting the Premier and
I say that that is not what the court order

says.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You know what was in-

tended.

Mr. Roy: My point is that surely when we
are talking about sub judice, as has been
mentioned by the Attorney General, we are

talking about the evidence itself at the pre-
liminary hearing. We cannot be bound by
the rule of sub judice when we are talking
about an inquiry, terms of reference and
about how that inquiry was set up. Where is

the authority for this? Are we establishing a

precedent?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is getting
to be a debate, partly on the Speaker's ruling
and partly on other matters. I think we
should continue on, bearing in mind the

ruling I delivered earlier. We will go on
from this point in time. The hon. Leader of

the Opposition had a supplementary and I

should defer to him first of all.

Mr. S. Smith: Since it appears from the

Premier's answers that the secret inquiry was
conducted without witnesses being sworn,
can the Premier explain how he can be quite
as confident as he claims to be that all is in

order and that the inquiry report need not
concern us? How can he be that confident

without witnesses having had their testimony
taken under oath?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I never said the report
would or would not concern the hon. mem-
ber. I never made any such statement. I

thought I was very clear in saying I was

looking forward to the opportunity of shar-

ing that report with the members of this

House. The hon. Leader of the Opposition
will then make his judgement based on that

report. I am not saying he will or will not be
enthusiastic.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: I don't think

this matter is going to die; it will be coming
up again. I want an assurance from the

Premier that—

Mr. Speaker: The question?

Mr. Cassidy: Since the court order about

publication relates to the evidence of a pre-

liminary hearing and expires at the time the

trial begins, does the Premier's statement

mean he will be tabling Mr. Justice Grant's

inquiry report and open this matter up to

discussion as soon as or shortly after die trial

begins in the fall?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have never found the

member for Ottawa Centre not to be one who
understood the English language.

Mr. MacDonald: Answer the question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think I made it abun-

dantly clear that I was looking forward to

the opportunity, at the first possible moment,
of sharing the contents of Mr. Justice Camp-
bell Grant's report with not only members
of the House, but the media and the public.

Mr. Speaker: We have now spent about 20

minutes on this and it is a very important

question, but we will have one supplementary
here and one more over there.

Mr. S. Smith: The government ordered a

secret inquiry.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There is a confidential

inquiry.

Mr. Roy: Fully understanding the Premier's

dilemma about the order at the preliminary

hearing, I would like to ask him this ques-

tion: Is he not concerned, as Premier of the

province, about the type of precedent in-

volved in setting up a secret inquiry as

has been created in this case? Is he not con-

cerned, for instance, as we are, that there

is no accountability either to the public, to

the opposition, to the press or even to mem-
bers of his own cabinet? Is he not concerned

that we establish guidelines for the future

when a Premier of the province finds him-

self in that type of difficulty? Would the

Premier not consider, when he is asking a

Supreme Court judge to set up this type of

inquiry, depositing with the Chief Justice
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his report of that judge? Would the Premier

do that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I sometimes am impressed

by the logic of the member for Ottawa East

on some issues; I say that to him very frankly.

This is not one of those occasions.

Mr. Nixon: This is one such occasion.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Nor, for that matter, was

his judgement of last night.

Mr. Roy: My judgement's pretty good.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Wentworth.

An hon. member: Your team don't look

like winners on this one either.

Mr. Wildman: The summer of discontent.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm

not trying to impress-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Wentworth.

Mr. Deans: Good—are we all set now?

Hon. Mr. Davis: You're going to be dis-

appointed when you see the report.

Mr. S. Smith: I am not worried about the

contents.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Tell me how else you
would do it.

Mr. Deans: It's getting a little awkward. I

don't want to try to impress—

Hon. Mr. Davis: I thought we had the last

supplementary, I'm sorry.

Mr. Deans: Damn it. Will you listen?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Went-
worth is asking a supplementary of the

Premier, I believe.

Mr. Deans: I'm sorry, but it does become
a little offensive after a while. I'm not trying
to impress anyone with my wisdom. I don't

profess to have any in this field.

(Applause.)

Mr. Havrot: You asked for it.

Mr. Deans: That's fine. I want to ask the

Premier a question for the sake of getting
an answer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We're wasting
time. The hon. member for Wentworth has
the floor, quite properly.

Mr. Deans: I just want to ask the Premier
for the sake of knowing: Why would he have
chosen to set up a private inquiry rather than
to have pursued this matter—if there was any
indication to him of the need for an inquiry
of any kind at all-by going through the

office of the Solicitor General, as might nor-

mally have been expected in matters such as

this; to have an inquiry undertaken and to

have the evidence, if there was any, of what-

ever it was that he was looking for, on the

record and properly pursued? Why would
he go and appoint some secret committee
to look into something that was obviously a

matter of public concern?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I understand
the acting leader and the House leader is

not as familiar as his colleague from River-

dale is with respect to these matters.

Mr. Deans: He doesn't understand either.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You don't understand him
either? Well, I did and I think he raised

this question on another matter earlier this

morning and put it rather well.

Mr. Cassidy: No, entirely different.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member for Ottawa
Centre can disagree with the member for

Riverdale. I wouldn't doubt that for a

moment. One is a very intelligent, logical-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Premier will

please refer to the question of the hon. mem-
ber for Wentworth—

Hon. Mr. Davis: I didn't know the member
for Riverdale was planning to get out on the
member for Ottawa Centre's campaign. That
would be a fatal error.

An hon. member: You worry about your
own campaign.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, the answer
is very simple. Because of the limitations

imposed in terms of an existing court order,
the options open to me in an attempt to

deal with something that gave me concern
were very limited. I pursued an option that

I believed to be right—I still believe it to

be right—and it is a report that will be
shared with all of the members.

Mr. Roy: No, no.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

Leader of the Opposition with his second

question.

Mr. S. Smith: The second question is to

the Premier.

Mr. Roy: Are we going into another

project?

Mr. Speaker: That was a final supple-

mentary on that question.

Mr. S. Smith: With regard to the inquiry

by Mr. Justice Grant, can the Premier con-

firm that he issued the following statement

as quoted in the Globe and Mail? The
Premier is alleged to have said, "Let me as-
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sure the citizens of Ontario that I had the

matter thoroughly reviewed when it was

first brought to my attention some months

ago. I have been assured that there is no

foundation to suggestions such as those

implied in the story."

If the Premier can confirm that he did

make that statement, can he explain how
he could have been quite that assured and

reassuring if the inquiry did not swear any
witnesses under oath?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I made a

judgement and I am confident of the judge-

ment I made when I issued that statement

as a result of a certain story in the Globe

and Mail—apart from the innuendoes that

it contained, which I thought were un-

fortunate. I have no reservation in so stating

that I have confidence in Mr. Justice Camp-
bell Grant's report. Yes, I make no bones

about it. The Leader of the Opposition may
or may not, and that's a judgement he will

have to make.

Mr. Reid: A supplementary?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Rainy River does not have the

floor; the hon. Leader of the Opposition

might have a supplementary.

Mr. S. Smith: Regarding the confidence

the Premier has in the inquiry and related

to that, can he tell the House how many
other such confidential inquiries, as he calls

them, have been conducted in the duration

of his service as Premier of this province?
Can he explain why his cabinet colleagues,

notably the Minister of Energy, had no

knowledge of the fact that such an inquiry
was being carried on?

Hon. Mr. Davis: The Minister of Energy
had no knowledge because it did not involve

the Minister of Energy.

Mr. Roy: Or Hydro.

Hon. Mr. Davis: To the best of my knowl-

edge this is the one occasion where I have
exercised a certain judgement because of

the limitation of a matter that was then
and is at present before the courts. It is a
decision that I would make again tomorrow
or the next day if faced with the same set

of facts. The Leader of the Opposition can
calculate the number of royal commissions,
some of them brought about at the sug-

gestion of his colleagues who sit with him,
and it is interesting to note that on those

rather controversial, sensitive inquiries or

select committees, without exception they all

resulted in a very positive decision as it re-

lated to the matter that was under inquiry.

Mr. Roy: You changed your procedure.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Some day the members

opposite ought to calculate the number they
have helped bring about, the cost to the tax-

payers of this province, and the results that

have ensued.

Mr. Nixon: The Hydro report published in

Great Political Scandals of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That is why you lost

seats. That is why you are where you are.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are wast-

ing valuable question period time. We will

allow one final supplementary on this whole
matter.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Ottawa Centre.

Mr. Cassidy: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Since the Premier admits it was his judgement
that led him to decide to ask Mr. Justice

Campbell Grant to carry out this inquiry, is

he also saying—and I want to be very clear

about this—that, in his opinion, when he
exercised that judgement, the effect of the

court order Was to inhibit him from referring
a matter to the Solicitor General (Mr. Mac-

Beth) for investigation oy the OPP?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I didn't say
that at all.

Mr. Cassidy: That certainly is what came
out.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I said it was

the final supplementary in this whole matter

because we have spent 25 minutes on it now.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Other members want

to ask questions this morning. I will call on

the hon. member for Wentworth with his

questions.

Mr. Deans: I am sorry, but 'I want to go
back to it because I am not satisfied with

what is happening. In relation to the question
asked by the Leader of the Opposition, are

there any other Similar incidents that have

occurred during the last 10 years, that the

Premier can recall, in which he chose to

exercise what he calls his option of taking
a private citizen and asking him to conduct

an inquiry into a matter which may well have

fallen within the scope of an inquiry that

should have been conducted by the OPP?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, (a) the lat-

ter part of that question is erroneous, and

(ib) I don't really regard Mr. Justice Camp-
bell Grant as a private citizen in that sense

of the word. He is a former member of the

High Court of this province, and can hardly
be regarded as a private citizen.
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Mr. Deans: He is a private citizen.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As regards the first part
of the question, I can't speak for the last 10

years. I can speak for the last six and the

answer to that part of the question is no.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:

Would the Premier be good
1 enough to explain

to us then why he felt it appropriate to use

a private citizen who had retired from the

bench to conduct a personal inquiry into a

matter that was of public concern?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think that is a judgement
that is quite proper for the Premier of this

province to make. I don't know what the

hon. acting leader and House leader is

attempting to get me to say. I have said all

I can and helped him as much II can. Certain

information came to my attention. )I was
concerned. I asked Mr. Justice Campbell
Grant to look into these matters and prepare
a report for me, which he has done, and

which report—when that court order no

longer exists—I am more than prepared to

share and am looking forward to sharing with

the members oposite. They can have their

debate then.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary: Can the Premier

tell us the exact date when he ordered or

asked for this inquiry? Secondly, did he dis-

cuss the matter with the Solicitor General

and the Attorney General before he spoke
to Mr. Justice Campbell Grant?

[11:00]

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I can't give

the hon. member the exact date at the mo-
ment. I'll endeavour to find that for him. I

can only tell him it was many weeks before

that story appeared in the midst of the elec-

tion — some many, many weeks before. I

think I can honestly state that I did not

discuss it with the Solicitor General. I did

discuss certain aspects with the Attorney
General.

Mr. Reid: Can you reveal your sources?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, the member
for Rainy River asked me if I would reveal

my sources. I would look to the precedents
established by the hon. member for High
Park-Swansea (Mr. Ziemba).

Mr. Martel: You might not want to go to

the Don Jail, though.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for Ottawa East. The question had to do with

any other similar incidents-

Mr. Roy: Yes, Mr. Speaker, a supplemen-
tary question.

Mr. Speaker: The supplementary should

deal with the original question asked by the

member for Wentworth, which had to do
with any other similar investigations by a

person of Mr. Justice Campbell Grant's—

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. We are stray-

ing back over the same question asked earlier,

and really there was a different question
asked over here.

Mr. Roy: Supplementary to the Premier,
Mr. Speaker, pertaining to the question asked

by my colleague from Wentworth about the

appointing of Mr. Justice Grant for this in-

quiry: Cannot the Premier understand that,

as I understand' it, the allegations were seri-

ous allegations made either against—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Surely this isn't a

question.

'Mr. Roy: Are you going to start ruling as

well?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Roy: Your opinion is no help.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Albert, that is a very low

form of politics; it is not worthy of you.

Mr. Martel: You should know about that,

Bill. You are an expert in that field.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the

hon. member place his supplementary ques-

tion?

Mr. Roy: My question to the Premier is,

can he not understand that by setting up
something that is secret, with no accounta-

bility to anyone, investigating something per-

taining either to himself or his government-

Mr. Speaker: That's not supplementary to

the original question.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: And it is nonsense;

absolute nonsense.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Reid: The facts speak for themselves.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. May I point

out to the hon. member that this has nothing
to do with the question—it is not related to

the question by the member for Wentworth.

If he'd relate his question to the question

from the member for Wentworth, we would

allow him—
Mrs. Campbell: He is squirming.

Interjection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Does the hon.

member have a supplementary to the hon.

member for Wentworth's question?

Mr. Roy: Yes, as I understand it, the

member for Wentworth asked why Mr. Jus-

tice Grant was appointed and when Mr.

Justice Grant was, in fact, appointed—
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Mr. Speaker: He asked how many similar

appointments were made.

Mr. Roy: Yes, and I am right on that. My
point to the Premier is this, on the basis of

accountability, following that question, why
will the Premier not take the opposition into

hii> confidence?

Interjections.

Mr. Roy: He won't take anybody else. He
won't take the cabinet. Is he not concerned

about the—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member is not heeding my request. The hon.

member for Wentworth with his second

question.

INCOME MAINTENANCE -

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask a

question of the Minister of Community and
Social Services. Has the minister conducted

any study into the pilot project currently
under way on income maintenance for low-

income families to enable them to continue

to work? Does he have any indication now as

to whether or not he is going to expand that

program in an effort to enable other people
to get into the work force?

Hon. Mr. Norton: The matter is under

consideration in the ministry and I would

hope to be in a better position jto assess that

by this fall.

Mr. Deans: Is he able to give the House
assurances that he is not considering aban-

doning the program?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I can assure the House
that I am certainly not considering that at

this point in time.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary—at least I

trust it will be ruled to be a supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Will the member place it?

Mrs. Campbell: In the light of the original

question, is it the minister's intention per-

haps to increase the FBA benefits in time to

pass the costs over to the municipalities?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I am sorry, Mr. Speaker,
I am not sure that I understand what that

question is directed at.

'Mr. Speaker: The hon. member may repeat
it.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, if one looks

at the Robarts report and the recommendation
that FBA obligations and privileges should

be transferred to the municipality of Metro-

politan Toronto, I am asking the minister, is

he prepared only to look at the increase in

FBA benefits as he passes that through to

Metropolitan Toronto?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I'm still not entirely clear

what it is that the member wants to know.

Mrs. Campbell: It is in reference to the

Robarts recommendations.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I realize it's in reference

to the Robarts recommendations. Perhaps at

this point all I should say to the hon. member
is that I have only very recently received a

copy of the Robarts report. It's at present
under consideration and perhaps I'd be in a

better position to respond to the question
after I've had a chance to consider it more.

FIRE REGULATIONS
Mr. Epp: I have a question for the Solicitor

General. Has the minister received representa-
tion from the Provincial-Municipal Liaison

Committee with respect to The Fire Depart-
ment Act? If so, did the representations detail

specific proposals for amendment, and what
has the minister done with reference to these

representations?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Yes, we have had some

definite requests from the municipal liaison

people requesting a good number of amend-

ments to the various fire Acts, and we have

them under review. I had hoped at one time

that we would be able to introduce them

this year. Then when we had this earlier

election, I hoped we would be able to intro-

duce them this fall. I had also hoped we
would be making more progress at the present

time.

Mr. Martel: Who called the election?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: With the amount of

speed that the House is making on legislation,

I don't know when we'll get to it.

Mr. Epp: In view of the fact that the civil

service would not be involved in the election

and that it would have a chance to work

during the election period, what has this to

do with the holdup of the proposals being

brought to Parliament in early fall?

Mr. Martel: Some civil servants at the top

were involved, Michael Starr for one.

Mr. Speaker: Does the Solicitor General

have a further reply?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, is it not proper for

the minister to reply to a question?

Mr. Speaker: It is at the hon. minister's

discretion.

MUNICIPAL ELECTRICAL
UTILITIES

Mr. Swart: My question is to the Minister

of Energy. It relates to his statement this

morning on the structuring of municipal
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electric utilities. In view of one clause on

page 3, which recommends that "the munic-

ipal council be given the responsibility to

decide when the municipal hydro-electric

utility should extend its service area," could

I ask the minister if that means the freeze is

lifted in a place such as Niagara and that the

city of Welland will be able to proceed, prior
to any restructuring bill, to take in the rural

area in that city?

If the answer is no, as I suspect it will be,
in view of his letter to the chairman of the

hydro-electric commission of Welland which
states, "It is my hope that changes to the

guidelines can be agreed upon shortly which
will facilitate speedy resolution of the long-

standing issues, such as in the city of

Welland," would the minister explain how
these new guidelines will speed up the solu-

tion of the differential in the rates in Weiand
and elsewhere in the Niagara Peninsula—gross
differentials which have existed for seven

years?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The member has already
answered the first part of that question.

Mr. Breaugh: He asked the minister and
he ought to answer him.

Mr. Grande: He answered his own ques-
tion?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Yes, he asked a ques-

tion, and then he answered the question for

us.

In regard to the second part of the ques-

tion, my concern was to provide as much
flexibility as possible to reflect the wishes of

the local people. It was for that reason that

the stringent guidelines laid down, as a result

of the Hogg report, have been softened a

little bit, as I indicated.

For example, all of a municipality now
would not have to be included in a new
utilities commission. For example, a part of

a municipality may still remain under rural

Hydro. It was that type of adjustment that I

was trying to accommodate in the spirit of

expediting, if possible, the restructuring and
with the views of the local people in mind.

Mr. Swart: That requires a supplementary,
Mr. Speaker. Is the minister not aware that

the holdup in the changes of the boundaries
in the city of Welland has nothing to do with
the recommendation of the changes in his re-

port? In view of that, will he not then give
some further consideration to speeding up
the situation in the city of Welland and
giving the municipalities there the right to

incorporate the rural areas into the munic-

ipality so the differential rates do not con-
tinue?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Again, Mr. Speaker,

may I invite my friend to meet with me
again? I met with him and his delegation
earlier this spring.

Mr. Swart: They got nowhere.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I'm well aware of the

particular problems there.

An hon. member: Why don't you do some-

thing about them?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The hon. member has
to be mindful of the fact that it takes that

co-operation at the local level to make these

changes. I'd be very happy, as I've invited
him to do, for the member to meet with us

again. I'll do everything possible to accom-
modate the will of the local people.

Mr. Swart: This was supposed to change.

PEACH CROP
Mr. Hall: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Minister of Agriculture and Food. Is

the minister aware of the fact that 1,500
to 2,000 tons of this year's freestone peach
crop may not be processed, and would he
outline what steps he is taking to overcome
this apparent deficiency so as to protect
the growers?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I am
fully aware of the fact that there could be
—was the hon. member talking about the

clingstones?

Mr. Hall: Freestones.

Hon. W. Newman: Freestones. That's a

little better. I am fully aware of the free-

stone situation. We have had meetings, I

have had discussions and we are working
on a solution for it right now.

Mr. Germa: Put the wagons in a circle.

Mr. Makarchuk: Instant bull from Bill.

MINISTER'S ANSWERS

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, my question is

to the Minister of Labour. Will the minister

indicate to the House what private or public

aversion, or both, she has that prevents her

from answering questions that are put to her

in this Legislature, in a pubic manner through
this Legislature, rather than via a private
letter to the member involved? Is this a pro-
cedure becoming a policy of her ministry
and does the minister realize that this new
policy does not afford a member of this Legis-
lature the opportunity to ask supplementary
questions?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is certainly not a

policy of the ministry, Mr. Speaker. The
reason I sent a letter to the hon. member to
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answer the question which he had asked, was

that the information was not entirely forth-

coming before the end of the session. How-

ever, I did have the information before the

beginning of the next session. I felt that if

he'd asked the question, he must have

wanted to have the information; therefore, I

sent it to him by letter, hoping he would
find this satisfactory. He does not. Mr.

Speaker, I shall get the copy of the letter

and read it in the House, if that's what the

hon. member wants.

Mr. Havrot: More verbal fertilizer.

PCB SPILL

Mr. Bradley: My question is for the Min-

ister of the Environment. Further to my in-

qu'ry Monday concerning regulations cover-

ing containers to transport PCBs, would the

minister inform the House whether two more

Kingsway Transport trucks, in addition to

the one involved in the spill in St. Catharines

last week, were inspected by officials of the

Ministry of the Environment here in Toronto

this week and found to include additional

leaking PCB containers?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, there

are two more trucks owned by that particular

company which apparently have been haul-

ing PCB-contaminated material from the

west to New York state through Ontario. As
a result of the accident or spill that hap-

pened in the hon. member's constituency—
this information was garnered from the com-

pany, o- course, as to the extent of hauling
they are doing of this particular material—it

was disclosed that two other trucks were in-

volved and they were inspected.

[11:15]

I wasn't aware that it was indicated there

had been spills from those trucks as well.

However, they were inspected and, appa-

rently the company has been advised that

there's a possibility of prosecution—and also

that it is not to haul this type of material

in that way in that type of vehicle.

Mr. Bradley: A supplementary: Could the

minister inform the House whether a special

environmental licence is required to transport

polych
rorinated biphenyls? If so, has Kings-

way Transport been issued such a licence?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I'm not aware of that, Mr.

Speaker. As the hon. member appreciates,
this is interprovincial travel. As a matter of

fact, it's international transportation. It is

my undersanding that the company has to

get a permit at the point of commencement—
in this case, Saskatchewan. I'm not aware of

any permit required in this province for such

type of transportation.

WINDSOR TEACHERS' DISPUTE

Mr. Cooke: I have a question of the Min-

ister of Education. Is the minister aware of

the present situation between the Windsor
Board of Education and its secondary school

teachers, where a contract has still not been

signed for the year 1976 due to complications
with the AIB? I wonder if the minister is

prepared to intervene, as he must consider

the relationship that the board has had with

its teachers, in order to speed up the process
with the AIB?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I will be glad to discuss

this matter with the Education Relations

Commission and look into it. If there's any-
thing that they or we can do that would be
in the normal procedure we'll consider it.

Mr. Cooke: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
The minister, then, is saying that he will ap-

proach the ERC? I have done that and they
said that they won't intervene—

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary ques-
tion?

Mr. Cooke: Yes, I want a commitment. I'm

asking the minister if he is giving a commit-
ment that he will approach the ERC. They
have said they're reluctant to intervene be-

cause they didn't appoint the arbitrator last

year.

Hon. Mr. Wells: The only assurance that

I will give the member is that I will discuss

it with the Education Relations Commission.
That's the only commitment that I will give
at this ime.

VACANT HYDRO BUILDING

Mr. Kerrio: I have a question of the Min-

ister of Energy. Could the minister advise

the House if the Hydro building at 620

University is generating any income at this

time?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I believe that's the old

Hydro building that the member is referring

to. It is vacant and accordingly I would sur-

mise that it is not generating any income.

Mr. Kerrio: A supplementary: Is the min-

ister pursuing any prospective lessees or, in

the alternative, some disposition of that very

valuable property?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Yes, it's my under-

standing that Ontario Hydro has been try-

ing to sell the property or, alternatively, to

lease it. If the member has any prospective

customers we'd be delighted to hear from

him.

Mr. Kerrio: That kind of an answer de-

serves a supplementary question.
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Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Only if you have a cus-

tomer.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Eddie Sargent has one

already.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. member for

Sudbury East with a supplementary.

Mr. Wiseman: Here is the leader.

Mr. Martel: Would the minister consider

the need of the Legislature, when the third

report of the select committee comes in?

We will have to close part of this building
for renovations, if the decision is made to

adopt the third report, so would the minister

consider saving that building for the needs

of the Legislature?

Mr. Breithaupt: What about the press gal-

lery?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I suppose that could be

one consideration. Of course, taken in light

of the government not to expand unneces-

sarily its staff, its bureaucracy and so forth—

Mr. Martel: Just during renovations.

Mr. Roy: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Just a quick supplementary; hydro is an

important thing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Port Arthur.

SEAWAY TOLLS

Mr. Foulds: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Transportation and Communications
with regard to the government's position on
the federal government's proposed increase

in Seaway tolls. First of all, I want to thank
him for sending me the statement that he's

made so far.

With reference to the statement that he
made on March 4, could the minister tell

me the membership of the study committees
that he has established? Can he indicate to
this House when that study will be com-
pleted and when this government will have
a firm position on the increase in Seaway
tolls, and would he consider having the com-
mittee contact the western Premiers, and
the ministers of transportation of the three

prairie provinces in particular, to investigate
the impact that the Seaway tolls will have
on the traffic of grain from the prairies to
the port at Thunder Bay?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I did send the hon. mem-
ber copies of statements and press releases
which we have issued relating to this pro-
posed increase in Seaway tolls. I can't name
all the members on that committee— I believe

they are mainly members of my transporta-
tion planning research staff with, perhaps,

some outside members as well. I will get the

member the make-up of that committee.
I understand—and I believe I mentioned it

in my letter to the hon. member—that the

committee will be reporting to me in the

very near future. I can't give him an exact
date when they will have their report ready
but I understand it won't be too much longer.
What we are really looking at is the adverse

effect, or any effect, that the changes in

Seaway tolls could have on not only ship-
ment by water but by other modes as well.

As far as dealing with the other provinces
is concerned, all the ministers of transporta-
tion or highways or whatever their counter-

part may be, do meet periodically. We met
in Quebec City last September. Seaway tolls

and ports policy was one thing we discussed
at that time. We will be meeting again this

September and we do have informal com-
munications between these regular meetings,
but I don't know at this moment whether

Seaway tolls will be on the agenda for the

meeting in September or not. It may very
well be. Perhaps, if it isn't, it should be.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary. Could I ask
the minister to make direct contact with his

three prairie counterparts with regard to this

problem, particularly as it relates to the grain-

handling industry? Can I get that commit-
ment from him?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Well, yes. I will be happy
to. To my knowledge, I have not had any
correspondence brought to my attention from
the ministers of transport for the prairie

provinces. I saw some of the ministers and

people connected with transportation in Ed-
monton a couple of weeks ago. It wasn't

mentioned to me, but I will make contact

and see what their views are.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary: Is the minister

not concerned that if the tolls are raised by
any considerable amount there may be plans
on the part of the Americans to build the

canal on their side?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I have no information on
that. Certainly, as far as the tolls are con-

cerned any negotiations taking place with the

United States government are being handled

by Transport Canada, through the Secretary
of State for External Affairs, who deals with

that type of negotiation with another country.
We have had no negotiations on it. I have
had no indication of any proposal to build

another canal.

FOSTER CHILDREN'S TRIP

Mr. Baetz: I have a question for the Minis-

ter of Community and Social Services: A
story in yesterday's Globe and Mail sug-
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gested that certain foster parents in Metro
Toronto might be profiteering from taking
their foster children on a vacation to Italy

and, further, that a senior official of the minis-

try has agreed with this practice. Has the

minister checked into these allegations, par-

ticularly since it involves the expenditure of

public funds?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Yes, I have.

First of all-

Mr. Roy: Was the question a surprise?

Mr. Grossman: We are not allowed to ask

questions. Only you guys can ask them.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —I would like to com-
ment that the article that the hon. member
refers to is, I suggest, a fine example of how
the selective use of information and the

selective sorting out of information and leav-

ing out of information available to a reporter
on a story can be very destructive. It can be
destructive of an institution known as "foster-

parenting" in this province, and also de-

structive of the efforts of some very sincere

people who are engaged in child care.

I would like specifically to deal with the

allegations with respect to the financial

aspects of that vacation.

The moneys that are involved, and which

were referred to in the story as in excess of

$5,000, are moneys that are normally paid

to the foster parents on a per diem basis for

the care of the children under their care.

The only additional money that is to be

paid to the foster parents in this particular

instance is approximately $25 per child per
week as a vacation expense. I don't think

any member of this House or any member
of the public, if they were given the full and
accurate information, would ever accuse foster

parents of profiteering when they take children

on a vacation with a vacation allowance of

$25 a week.

ANNEXATION APPLICATIONS

Mr. Nixon: I wanted to put a question
to the Treasurer pertaining to the application
for annexation by the Town of Tillsonburg
before the Municipal Board, directed against
the township of Norfolk in the regional mu-
nicipality of Haldimand-Norfolk. Since the

Treasurer, in my view properly, has not
allowed this to go before the Municipal
Board for hearing, what steps can he take

to solve this situation so that the development
plans in the township of Norfolk can go
forward unimpeded?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There are several

requests for boundary changes, not only

Tillsonburg's request but also some indica-

tion that Woodstock feels there should be a

change of boundaries affecting two or three

townships within the county of Oxford. I

wrote to the warden of Oxford and to the

constituent municipalities and asked them
some months ago to indicate to me what they
might think all the boundary changes were—
or proposed—not necesasrily what would

happen. I suggested that hopefully they would
be dealt with at one time, rather than spread
out over a period of time. As the member
is aware, annexations can be and are not only
expensive but divisive.

It had been my hope that perhaps, rather
than go the Ontario Municipal Board route,
since this was a restructured county, we
might go a hearing officer route, perhaps
using the board as a hearing officer, and

leading to recommendations to me which
would come forward to the Legislature in the

form of legislation. I hoped in some way to

avoid—and I am not wedded to that pro-

posal—the enormous expense of annexations
of which the ongoing saga of Barrie and cer-

tain townships is the latest.

I have not yet heard back from the county
of Oxford. I think they indicated to me that

they expected to have a reply in June, which
is now past. I will look into that and see just

where it is and, quite frankly, prod them

somewhat, because Tillsonburg has expressed
a desire to enlarge its boundaries. Whether it

is appropriate that they do or not, or how
large that enlargement should be, is not for

me to say or comment on. But I think at some

point they should have an answer, as perhaps
should Woodstock.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: Since the hear-

ing officer route could very well be used to

involve the boundary changes within the re-

structured county of Oxford, why couldn't

the Treasurer proceed that way, but exclude

the area within Haldimand-Norfolk? That
had its boundaries established by this Legis-

lature—although not unanimously—just three

years ago. This would give Oxford a chance

to build on the structures of the lower two

municipalities established at that time.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think that we could

debate this at some time, and no doubt will

during our estimates. But Tillsonburg is the

urban centre and I think, putting it in a very

simplistic way, if there is to be urban growth,
it may well be into a township which happens
to be in another regional municipality. Putting
it very, very simply, I think that urban

growth would probably be better within one

community within one municipality rather

than spilling over into a township.

[11:30]
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The member, among others, has raised on

a number of occasions the ongoing saga of

Multi-Mall, and we are heading down that

very path again unless there is some adjust-

ment to boundaries.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: Is the Multi-

Mall now included in the town of Chatham?

Oh, it's not.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: No.

SUDBURY POLICE DISPUTE

Mr. Martel: A question to the Solicitor

General: Would he personally intervene in

the dispute between the police commission
and the police association in Sudbury by com-
ing there personally to meet with both sides
to see if he could help resolve the differences
which are apparently tearing that police
association apart?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, the hon.
member asked me a question along that line
the other day. I did say that the police
commission had looked into it to see what
it could do about getting the parties to-

gether and the negotiations were still on.

They dropped it at that time. As recently as
this morning I asked them to pick it up again.

I realize it's serious and I'm quite prepared
to do what I can. If it means a personal
trip to Sudbury to try to get the people to-

gether, I'm very pleased to do it.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period
has expired.

HYDRO CONTRACTS
Mr. Roy: Can I, as I am supposed to do

according to the standing orders as I see
the amendment, advise you, Mr. Speaker,
as the new amendment reads, that I give
you verbal notice of my intent to raise a
matter in the debate immediately at the end
of the question period? That's what I'm
doing, and I'm saying I'm very, very dis-
satisfied with the answers given by the
Premier here this morning and I intend to
raise it at the adjournment of the House,
as I'm supposed to do.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If you are here.

Mr. Roy: I will be here.

FIRE REGULATIONS
Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the

standing orders of the House, I would like to

give notice to you that I'm dissatisfied with
the answer of the Solicitor General and I

would hope that we would pursue this.

Mr. Speaker: As the hon. member knows
if he reads the instruction, there's another

step to take and then it will be debated
next Tuesday.

Petitions.

REPORTS

ONTARIO TELEPHONE
SERVICES COMMISSION

Hon. Mr. Snow presented the annual re-

port of the Ontario Telephone Services

Commission for the year 1976.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, on June 30
I made a statement that the annual report
of the Ontario Telephone Services Commis-
sion would be delayed. That report has now
been completed and today I have deposited
with the Clerk copies of the 1976 annual

report of the Ontario Telephone Services

Commission and copies are being delivered

to the members and the press gallery.

ESTIMATES,
MINISTRY OF EDUCATION

Mr. Villeneuve from the standing social

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts to defray the expenses of the Min-

istry of Education be granted Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1978:

Ministry administration

program $ 15,008,000
Education program 1,952,242,000
Services to education

program 23,757,000

PRIVATE ACTS

Mr. Breaugh from the standing procedural
committee presented the committee's report
which was read as follows and adopted.

Your committee has carefully examined
the following applications for private Acts

and finds the notices, as published in each

case, sufficient: City of Hamilton, Township
of Tay, City of Burlington, City of London,

City of Windsor, County of Middlesex, City
of Sudbury, City of Kitchener, Circle R
Boys' Ranch, Township of Georgina, City of

Ottawa (No. 2).

MOTIONS

NOTICE OF MOTION No. 3

Hon. Mr. McKeough moved resolution

No. 3:

That the authority of the Treasurer of

Ontario granted on March 31, 1977, to pay
the salaries of the civil servants and other

necessary payments pending the voting of
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supply for the period commencing April 1,

1977, be extended to October 31, 1977, such

payments to be charged to the proper ap-

propriation following the voting of supply.

Mr. Renwick: On that government Notice

of Motion No. 3, I just wanted to say that

we are in agreement with the date of Oc-

tober 31 which the Treasurer has selected

for the period of the necessary interim au-

thority to pay the civil service payments
that are indicated in the resolution.

Resolution concurred in.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

WATERLOO ELECTRICAL
SERVICE AREAS ACT

Hon. J. A. Taylor moved first reading of

Bill 55, An Act to establish Electrical Service

Areas in the regional municipality of

Waterloo.

Motion agreed to.

PEEL MUNICIPAL
HYDRO-ELECTRIC
SERVICE ACT

Hon. J. A. Taylor moved first reading
of Bill 56, An Act to provide for Municipal
Hydro-Electric Service in the Regional

Municipality of Peel.

Motion agreed to.

EDUCATION AMENDMENT ACT
Mr. Roy moved first reading of Bill 57,

An Act to amend The Education Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Roy: I am pleased to see the Premier
and the Minister of Education here because
the purpose of this bill is to permit the

Language of Instruction Commission of On-
tario to resolve a dispute relating to lan-

guages of instruction arising between a

board of education and a French or English

language advisory committee in cases where
mediation involving a board and the ad-

visory committee has failed. Hopefully, if

we'd had this legislation back in 1973, we
wouldn't be here on the Essex bill in 1977.

LEGISLATIVE PAGES

Mr. Speaker: Just before the orders of

the day, in view of the fact that sooner or

later this particular session will be coming
to an end, we would like to recognize the

very great effort of the group of young
people, our pages, who have served the latter

days of the previous Parliament and have
started us off on this new 31st Parliament.

As is the custom, I will read their names into

the record for posterity and will send them
a copy of Hansard when that is printed.
We have Todd Brian from Windsor, Marie

Elizabeth Carr from Orono, Peter Paul Davis
from Beaverton, Susan Louise Forestell from

Welland, Fiona Jayne Greenaway from To-

ronto, Christopher John Hillyer from Missis-

sauga, Timothy Gordon Ridley Hudson from
Willowdale, Lisa Michele Jaeger from Bur-

ford, Nancy Isabel Johnston from Listowel,
Brenda Lynn Kenefick from Brampton,
Martha Elizabeth Leach from Port Colborne,
Barbara Lee from Thunder Bay, Lisa Ann
Machek from Oakville, Darren Joseph Martel
from Capreol, Richard Brett Martin from

Kitchener, Donald Andrew Misner from Dry-
den, Cecilia Chelvakumari Rajanayagam from

Toronto, Andrew George Saranchuk from St.

Catharines, Bradley Donald Scott from

Exeter, Lyle Ian Sutherland from Belleville

and Janice Jane Willock from Rexdale.

I am sure we all appreciate the efforts of

these young people. We are very fortunate

that these people were available to come back
for these two or three weeks.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

ESSEX COUNTY FRENCH-LANGUAGE
SECONDARY SCHOOL ACT

Hon. Mr. Wells moved second reading of

Bill 3, An Act to require The Essex County
Board of Education to provide a French-

Language Secondary School.

Mr. Speaker: Does the hon. Minister of

Education have an opening statement?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, no I do not

have an opening statement in the generally

accepted sense of the word. I would like to

refer the members to the Hansard of April

22, 1977, in which will be found the opening
statement which I gave at the beginning of

second reading of the bill when it was intro-

duced in the last Parliament.

I think the reasons for the bill are very

clearly stated in the opening statement. I

might just add two things.

First, I am just a little disappointed that

the Essex County Board of Education, know-

ing what is going obviously to be the decision

of this Legislature, which could have been

gleaned from the speeches of the three parties

during that debate at that time, back on

April 22, that this bill obviously would be

passed, has not seen fit to take any action in

the interval in any way that I know of to

effect either the provision of a French-

language school or to begin the building of

the school we are going to require them to
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build. For that, I am sorry; I had hoped
they would take that action. However, I firm-

ly believe once this Legislature has expressed
its opinion on this matter, as it will do very

shortly, the board will then proceed to build

the school on its own.
There are three sections added to this bill

that were not in the bill that was presented
before. They are subsections 3, 4 and 5 of

section 4. They are merely for clarification

and effective implementation if it became

necessary for the government itself to build

the school for the Essex county school board,
an eventuality which I hope will not be

necessary.
With those few words, I would hope this

House can proceed very quickly and unani-

mously to pass this bill and that the Essex

County Board of Education, then knowing
the wishes of this House, acting in its role

as mediator in a very touchy and a very in-

flammatory dispute, will then proceed1 to

build the school, as required by this bill.

Mr. S. Smith: I too have already been
afforded the opportunity to address remarks
to the House when this bill was introduced
in April. At that time, I spoke at a moderate

length, so I will be very brief today.
I want to say simply, by way of reitera-

tion, although our party will support the

building of the school and the passage of

the bill, we are disappointed that the govern-
ment has allowed the situation to deteriorate

and to drag on. It has become a situation of

confrontation and bitterness which has fes-

tered to a point where it has become a

national issue instead of a local one.

II say this without trying to be in any way
difficult or nasty. I think this does show the

fact that this government, unlike its predeces-

sor, has been insufficiendy sensitive to the

importance of some of these language issues

in the fragile national fabric that makes up
this country. I am glad that the government
is coming to recognize, however belatedly, its

very important responsibility and it has my
support as it does so.

I want to mention on the related topic
that today's announcement by the Attorney
General about the extension of certain legal

rights, the rights to a trial in French in cer-
tain parts of this province, was welcomed by
me and by my party. I hope the progress
v/hich he is obviously making will be
speeded.

[11:45]

I think we all know that what's happening
right now in the province of Quebec is that
the government there at the moment is act-

ing more and more each day as though they
have some kind of authority to separate that

province from Canada. I'm sorry to say that

that government is using whatever ammuni-
tion they can find to radicalize the good citi-

zens of Quebec.
The ammunition they are able to find, un-

fortunately, is that the English-speaking pop-
ulation in Quebec does enjoy a higher level

of services and a greater number of services

and a greater number of rights than the

French-speaking population of Ontario. It's

very important that we stop giving ammu-
nition to Mr. Levesque and his assistants,

that we correct the problem as quickly as

possible and do what Mr. Robarts has recom-
mended in his recent address to the confer-

ence at York University—get on with the

matter of giving full rights and services to

our Franco-Ontarians.

II think the necessity for this bill is evi-

dent, but it's a sad situation because of the

way in which municipal autonomy has been
overruled. We feel that we have presented a

bill—Mr. Roy having moved it, and I having
had the honour to second it—which would
solve problems of this kind. Instead of hav-

ing to single out a place like Essex county
and make the people there feel as though
the entire province considers them as bigoted
or whatever, we could have a rule that would

apply with equal force everywhere in Ontario

where there was a French-language minority
desirous of having education in the French

language.
Our bill would say that there would be a

language of instruction commission and that

commission would, after dispute and after

arbitration, have the final say—and its say
would be binding, which it is not now. We
believe that that would solve this kind of

problem and would avoid the bitter divisions

which have occurred—pitting Ontarian against

Ontarian, language group against language

group, in a way that is extremely unfortunate.

I can speak from personal experience during
the last campaign about the depth of bitter-

ness which has occurred and the dangerous
levels to which some of this has risen.

I want to say simply that we believe in

this time of restraint that if it were possible
for an existing building to be used for the

school, provided it meets two criteria, then

such should be done. The two criteria would
be that the existing building must be of qua-

lity equal to those buildings presently en-

joyed by the English-speaking population
and its location must be of a degree of con-

venience equal to that presently enjoyed by
the English-speaking population — insofar as

that's reasonable given the more dispersed

nature of the French-speaking population.
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We feel if those criteria could be met, then

existing buildings ought to be investigated

properly. If they cannot be met, we are not

going to allow a second-class school that

would not be acceptable to the English popu-

lation to be given to the French-speaking

population. So we say we're for an existing

building if one exists that meets these cri-

teria. Failing that a new school must be built.

Our local members will have something to

say because they feel that their citizens have

been wronged by this procedure and by the

stalling and the delays and the bitterness

and division which has been the fault of

this government's procedures over the past

seven years, and they will express themselves

in their own manner I am sure. Nonetheless,

in view of the national urgency and in view

of our deep commitment to minority rights,

our party will support the bill. Thank you
very much, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Deputy Speaker: I'd just like to re-

mind the members in the House that when
one of the members has the floor I hope they
will keep their private conversations down to

a minimum.
Mr. Bounsall: Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of Bill 3. My mind, intellect and sense

of justice and fairness are totally committed
to the establishment of this French-language
secondary school for Windsor and Essex

county, and I rejoice with the francophones
as they near the end of their eighty-year

struggle to attain this school. However, I

am dismayed that there should ever come
before us in this Legislature a bill so tragically

entitled, "An Act to require The Essex County
Board of Education to provide a French-

language Secondary School," a title that

might cause even the most casual visitor in

the gallery today to think, "What is the his-

tory of anger and hatred and heartache and
lack of human understanding that would
cause a bill of this title to have to be de-
bated here?" I must commend the Minister
of Education for his opening address on
April 22 last where he outlined so thoroughly
and accurately, step by step, the history of
this struggle from 1969 to the present, a

struggle that so clearly indicates to us why
it is so imperative for the members of this

Legislature to support the principle of this

bill, the provision of a French-language
secondary school for the students of Windsor
and Essex county.

On that day, April 22, our education critic,

the member for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes),
also gave a very excellent and moving address
in support of the legislation. She, like the

Minister of Education, will not be repeating
that address here today.

The wording of the clauses in this bill are

so uncompromising, so brutal in fact, but

unfortunately so necessary. They leave no
doubt as to the intentions of this Legislature,
because it says, "On the day this Act comes
into force, the board is deemed to have passed
a resolution to construct a building . . ." It

leaves no doubt that it is to be a new school

either, with the words: "Within 30 days . . .

the board shall . . . select a site . . . that is

not . . . the location of an existing school."

The minister has now, so belatedly and

lamentedly, I'm sure, on his part, judged
the depth of feelings and emotions accurately
for it pounds yet further forward, "Where the

board fails to take action, the minister may
thereupon cause all such things to be done
as are necessary to construct the school."

I would have much preferred The Educa-
tion Act to be amended rather than have
this bill now before us, which is so specific

and singles out and makes an example of the

people and their democratic choices of the

school board members in Essex county. I

hope and trust that this bill will never have
to serve as a model and be used again for

future bills for other similar situations in our

province.

All that would have been needed was the

deletion of the phrase "in the opinion of the

board" from section 255, subsection 4, of

the French-language instruction portion of

The Education Act, and a reasonable number,
such as 250, for example, inserted so that

the amended section would then read: "Where
a board provides or is required to provide
for the use of the French-language instruction

in one or more classes in a secondary school

and the number of French-speaking pupils

who elect to be taught in the French language
reaches 250, the board shall provide an

appropriate unit for a secondary school or,

where practicable, a French-language second-

ary school."

A second clause, possibly, would also need

to be inserted for schools like Paincourt or

other units that are already in existence that

are below the stated figure of 250, but that

also could have been simply covered by an

additional clause which would read: "On the

day upon which this Act comes into force, all

French-language schools or units below 250

students shall continue to exist until such

time as their operation becomes impracticable

and an acceptable alternative is provided for

those French-speaking pupils."

My colleague from Carleton East in her

so eloquent and moving address of April

22, called this bill a testimony to failure.

We are all, in our own small and different

ways to blame.
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The real culprit throughout has been pro-
crastination and neglect. The Essex County
Board of Education, having voted 12-6 in

April, 1975, to proceed with the construc-

tion of the school, within weeks only of the

breaking of the ground reversed its position
on February 23, 1976, when a motion to pro-
ceed with the construction was defeated

as a, result of a 9-9 tie vote. Three members
had changed their votes and the question is,

what happened to change their minds and
affect their hearts? It's very clear what

happened. In December, 1975, the minister

announced the new grant structures as part
of the government's austerity program—an
austerity program, I might remind the House,
which came about as the result of govern-
ment overspending on its programs in the

1975 election year in an effort to retain its

majority position. They changed the grant

structures, which reduced the grants for

capital construction from 95 per cent to 77

per cent. This meant that the capital costs

of construction per average Essex county
householder annually would increase for the

construction of this school from 35 cents

a year to $1.65 per year over the next 20

years. It is a paltry sum, the price of two

packs of cigarettes a year but unfortunately,

enough of an increase to cause a group
called the Essex County Ratepayers' Asso-

ciation to oppose vehemently the construc-

tion of this school on the basis of the in-

creased taxes.

I asked the Minister of Education, in

March, 1976, to restore that grant to the

95 per cent level for the purpose of this

school only in order to avoid the continuing
and building controversy and bitterness. The
minister refused. If he had done so then,

certainly one, if not two and possibly all

three, of the members of the board who
had changed their votes would have changed
their votes back again and the school would
have been ready for occupancy this Sep-
tember.

The minister's restoration of the grant to

the 95 per cent level in March, 1977, came
a year too late. He and his cabinet col-

leagues could have avoided all of this situ-

ation which arose over the past year and
a half in Essex county by the restoration
of that grant to 95 per cent, when it be-
came obvious to the local members, and
they told him-at least for my part I did—
of the ensuing bitterness and problems which
would arise. I perhaps may be faulted for
not pressing the minister harder, more often
and more publicly, but he must bear that

major responsibility for that political inep-
titude at that time.

Subsequent to that, the minister did in

fact try his best. He tried to bring reason

with a mediator in May, 1976, with the

appointment of Robert A. McLeod, the

retired former director of education for the

Niagara South Board of Education, who
tendered an excellent, balanced report in

which he recommended: "That school facili-

ties be constructed to provide French-lan-

guage programs for students as is done
for English-language students; that the prin-

cipal and staff of French-language facilities

be bilingual with the language of adminis-

tration and communication to be French;
that options in English, as may be desired

by the French-language students, be pro-

vided; that the facilities be constructed and

operated under existing policies of the board
as in effect for English-language schools;

and that necessary supervision for French-

language programs be arranged for with the

Ministry of Education on the basis that there

be no local charge for the service."

[12:00]

Those were the points in his report, but

in fact the really interesting part of his re-

port comes later. He concluded with the

most interesting, pertinent and wise com-

mentary.
He commented, and I quote: "The place

for both English and French to learn the

second language of their country is m the

school. It is now perfectly clear that it

cannot be done efficiently anywhere else. The

country's experience in trying to do so out-

side the regular school system has proven
to be enormously costly to the taxpayers, and

the results are not satisfactory. If this board

in its wisdom sees fit to approve the French -

language secondary facilities as outlined, it

will be evidence of a commitment to French-

language education for both English and

French in a setting where it will be most

effective.

"It is recognized that due to the length of

time the school has been under consideration,

approximately eight years, together with the

controversial issues throughout the country

involving bilingualism, the community to

some degree at least has become polarized
on the issue. As evidence of that situation

is the recent involvement of municipal offi-

cials in the matter, the rise of the rate-

payers' association and a French-language
school action committee. It is time the issue

is settled before irreparable damage is done
to the school system and to the community.
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"The provision of facilities for the min-

ority French-language students, as presently

enjoyed by the English-language students,

hopefully will trigger all the fair-minded

people of Essex to express their support for

the board in its difficult position. In addition,

it will stand out as an example to our

country that anglophones and francophones
can amicably work out solutions to their

problems. Such an example will surely serve

the real interest of all Canadians at this

particular point in time. Failure to do so

could be a damaging blow to our future."

A very prophetic and futuristic looking re-

port, Mr. Speaker. Unfortunately this report
wasn't released until February, 1977, and I

suspect that it was ready before the school

board elections took place in December, 1976.

If it was, that again was a mistake in political

judgement by the minister in not seeing that

it should have been released earlier, for the

school became the main, if not the only issue,

in the school board election of December,
1976—with the minister and his mediator

standing by and not helping to influence that

decision by the release of the McLeod report.

As a result of those elections, school board

candidates defeated incumbents solely on
their support of the construction of the

French-language school and subsequently the

Essex County Board1 of Education in March,
1977, voted 12-5 against the McLeod report
and against the construction of this school.

Needless to say, having supported the

establishment of this school throughout, con-

sistently and without any modification of my
support, I have encountered not a little

criticism for my very public stance. I want to

indicate why I support it and how I came to

that position. I have taken the trouble and
the time to read those portions of the Con-
federation debates of 1865 that dealt with

education—particularly the speeches of

Attorney General West—John A. Macdonald,
from Kingston; Attorney General East—George
Cartier, from Montreal East; the Hon. J. S.

Sanborn, from Wellington; the Hon. D'Arcy
McGee, Minister of Agriculture, from Mont-
real West; the Hon. A. A. Dorion, from

Hochelaga; and the Hon. George Brown,
president of that council, from South Oxford.

In addition to that, a selection edited by
P. B. Waite entitled, The Confederation De-
bates in the Province of Canada, 1865, pub-
lished by the Carleton Library and referred

to me by the hon. member for Renfrew North
(Mr. Conway)—a reference that I pay him
tribute for. It got me into reading not only
that document, but the original documents in

the original debates.

In those speeches I learned-although it

was not explicitly stated, but certainly implied
and assumed-that both English and French
language groups were accorded by Confedera-
tion the right of education in their own lan-

guage wherever they may live. To illustrate

the flavour, Mr. Speaker, I am going to quote
very briefly from the speech of the Hon.
John Rose, Montreal Centre:
"Now we, the English Protestant minority

of Lower Canada, cannot forget that what-
ever right of separate education we have was
accorded to us in the most unrestricted way
before the proposed union of our provinces
when we were in a minority position and
entirely in the hands of the French popula-
tion. We cannot forget that in no wav was
there any attempt to prevent us from educat-

ing our children in the manner we saw fit

and deemed best, and I would be untrue to

what is just if I forgot to state that the dis-

tribution of state funds for educational pur-
poses was made in such a way as to have no
cause for complaint on the part of the

English-speaking minority in Lower Canada.
I believe we have always had our fair share
of the public grants, insofar as the French
element could control them, and not only the

liberty, but every facility for the establish-

ment of separate, dissentient schools."

I diverge to say that was the term applied
to any school other than one considered at

the time to be the main school in the two
provinces—"dissentient schools." I return to

the address of Mr. Rose:

"A single person has the right, under the

law, of establishing a dissentient school and

obtaining a fair share of the educational

grant, if he can gather together 15 students

who desire instruction in it. Now, we cannot

forget that in the past this liberality has

been shown to us, and that whatever we de-

sired of the French majority in respect to

education, they were, if it was at all reason-

able, willing to concede. We have, thus, in

this also, the guarantee of the past, that

nothing will be done in the future unduly to

interfere with our rights and interests as re-

gards education, and I believe that every-

thing we desire will be as freely given by the

local legislatures as it was before the union
of the Canadas."

"Hear, hear" is recorded by Hansard at

that time. Immediately there was an inter-

jection at that point which further clarified

the intent, in 1865, of the gentlemen gathered
together to create Canada.

It was an interjected question by the Hon.
L. H. Holton from Chateauguay, and the

question was, "Dissentient on the account of

language?"
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Rose replied, "The question relates to all

dissentient schools from whatever cause that

may lead them to dissent."

Again cries of "Hear, hear" were recorded,

indicating that in 1865 it was very clear that

whenever 15 students could be gathered to-

gether and wished to receive instruction in

their language, either French or English,

wherever they may be, that was a right that

was going to be granted. And, in fact, it was

a right.

Refore I get into Quebec, I just might say

that the minister in his remarks of April

22 quoted from an even earlier letter written

by the father of our educational system, Dr.

Egerton Ryerson, who in 1857 wrote to the

trustees of Charlottenburgh township in On-
tario. He says in that letter: "I have the

honour to state in reply to your letter of

the 16th that as French is the recognized

language of the country, as well as English,
it is quite proper and lawful for the trustees

to allow both languages to be taught in their

schools to children whose parents may desire

them to learn both." Quite clearly in Ontario,
we have a tradition dating back to 1857 by
Dr. Ryerson himself indicating that both

languages were to be taught when requested
and that it was right and proper for parents
to demand that instruction for their children

if they so desired it. It is a real tragedy
that in Ontario we've procrastinated for 110

years in formulizing that policy in legislation
and in action.

Quebec over the years, with its 183 English-

language secondary schools, has lived up to

the spirit of Confederation much more than

we have in Ontario with our now only 24

French-language schools. This basic right,

however, has been belatedly but clearly

recognized in Ontario for 10 years now, sup-

ported by all political parties and legitimized
in legislation since 1968. Therefore, in arriv-

ing at my support for the building and con-

struction of that French school in Essex

county, it is clear to me, and the basis of my
support is, that it is a legitimate right of

Franco-Ontarians in Windsor and Essex

county to receive an education in their own
language and, where there are sufficient

numbers of students, as there is clearly in

our area, those legitimate minority rights must
be recognized and a school provided for

them.

The previous speaker, the Leader of the

Opposition, made reference to an area that

interests me as it pertains to the current situa-

tion with respect to Canadian unity in

Canada. I agree with him that we in Ontario
as one of the two major founding provinces
of Canada must take a leadership role in

maintaining our national unity. We must not

provide any excuse or opportunity to Premier

Levesque to say to the people of Quebec as

they approach a referendum that franco-

phones are not welcome in Ontario or that

their basic language rights are not respected
and not granted. If we do not construct this

school for the francophone student population
in Essex county, it affords Mr. Levesque that

opening and that opportunity to address in

exactly those terms the people of Quebec
with respect to francophone rights in other

parts of Canada.

I might just say, however—and I won't

dwell on it—that English-language rights in

the province of Quebec are still very much
further ahead than French-language rights

in the province of Ontario, including the

changes that are proposed to be made in their

education Act. Although the education Act

that's now proposed would appear to limit the

right of free choice of any parent as to

which of the two language systems they would

send their children now in the province of

Quebec, it in no way decreases our obliga-

tion in Ontario to provide that free choice

to every resident of Ontario to educate his

children in whatever language, French or

English, he deems fit and proper to so do.

[12:15]

One of the major concerns I ran into, both

before the election and of course during it,

in spades, was expressed by the people of

Windsor as to the numbers of pupils in Essex

county who may, in fact, attend this school.

They said there may not be enough students

for a school of 750 and that the school

population would dwindle, thereby leaving

us with a white elephant in Essex county.

I want to reply to those people very clearly,

as I did and spent so much time doing in

that six-week campaign. A joint survey was

conducted by the Windsor Board of Educa-

tion and the Essex County Board of Educa-

tion in the fall of 1973. That survey was very

carefully prepared—so carefully prepared and

gone over that when it was finally finished

and approved by both boards it was even

called a survey instrument.

What did they do with this survey? In-

formation meetings were held in all of the

French-language elementary schools in Wind-
sor and the county and in the High School

of Commerce to explain the purpose of the

survey, and the hope for construction of

the French-language high school. The sur-

vey was given out with self-addressed en-

velopes to the appropriate board, and two
other things took place: It was assumed and
stated that the county would pay transporta-
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tion costs for all of the county students to

that school, but it was made very clear to

the Windsor parents that they would probably
have to pay their own transportation costs.

There were no hidden arguments, no facts

kept from the parents of students in French-

language elementary schools in either board.

As a result, a very realistic enrolment of 837
students was indicated for the school by its

fourth year of operation. It was probably a

conservative estimate as well, since a later

study, in February 1975, by the Languages
of Instruction Commission of Ontario and by
ministry officials projected an enrolment of

1,008 by the third year of operation.

In February 1976, at the time the 9-9 vote

tie resulted, Mrs. Jean Ashton, chairman of

the Essex County Board of Education,

issued a press statement vouching for the

complete accuracy of those enrolment figures,

as well as detailing the minimal cost to the

taxpayer. The Windsor Board of Education,
under the chairmanship of Neil Libby, had

already signed a 10-year agreement with the

Essex County Board of Education to pay for

a minimum of 125 students.

The enrolment is assured beyond any
doubt. There are at present four French-

language elementary schools in Windsor and

seven in the county, graduating an average
of 30 students per year for a total of 330
students exiting from grade 8 from those

schools. Even if only 50 per cent of those

graduating students end up in that high

school, a school of this size would be justi-

fied.

Again, one of their concerns is that once

established the numbers may well decrease.

In virtually every other recently-established

French secondary school in Ontario, enrol-

ments have been maintained or have gone
steadily up. I am just going to read these

briefly:

'In Kapuskasing, the school called Cite des

Jeunes; in 1972 the enrolment was 873; it is

now 908, at the end of 1976. I don't have
the 1977 figures—I wish I had. In the Tim-
mins board, Ecole Theriault—the 1972 enrol-

ment 1,604, the 1976 enrolment 1,660, an
increase. In the Timiskaming board, Ecole

Sainte-Marie in New Liskeard, 708 in 1972,
750 in 1976. In Sudbury there are four

schools — Franco-Jeunesse, Hanmer, Mac-
donald-Cartier and Rayside in Azilda; the

1972 enrolment in the four schools, 3,969;
the 1976, 4,019.

In the Nipissing board, two schools—Algon-
quin in North Bay and Franco Cite in Stur-

geon Falls—a combined student population
in those two schools from 1972 to 1976

showing only a 40 student decrease. In both

of those schools the 1972 enrolment was
above what the school boards in both schools

liked to consider the optimum enrolment.

Even with 40 students less, enrolment in the

combined schools still is not down to what
the school board considers to be the optimum
occupancy rate for those two schools. No
cause for concern.

In Carleton—the school Gameau in Or-

leans: 1972 enrolment, 684, the 1976 enrol-

ment 1,162. Fantastic increase. In Ottawa,
six schools—Andre Laurendeau in Vanier,

Belcourt, Carrier, Champlain, Charlebois and
De La Salle; combined enrolment of 6,646
in 1972 and 6,614 in 1976, with that total

enrolment virtually a steady state situation.

In Prescott and Russell board, there are

three schools—Casselman-Cambridge in Cas-

selman, Embrun in Embrun and Rockland—

1,317 in 1972 and 1,233 in 1976, a slight

decrease.

'Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry, La Citadelle

in Cornwall—formerly the E. S. St. Laurent,

French-English bilingual school—758 enrol-

ment in 1972, 995 in 1976. In North York,
Etienne Brule; 494 in 1972, 566 in 1976. In

Hamilton, Georges Vanier, established since

1972, has an enrolment of close to 300.

The Niagara south board, Confederation in

Welland; 874 in 1972 has decreased to 753
in 1976. I hear from the member for Welland
that there has been an increase in this year
1977 from the 753. In the county of Kent,
Paincourt school in Paincourt, established

many years ago, has a steady student popu-
lation of 96 in 1972, 96 in 1976.

(The total for the 1972 enrolments was

20,368, and for 1976, 21,400-no decrease

in our French student populations, but rather

an increase right across Ontario.

I want to add a very personal note, Mr.

Speaker, at this time. The three children

which I have fathered have all attended

Ecole Lucien Beaudoin, a French-language

elementary school, since kindergarten. In 1970

when Christine, the oldest of my children

entered, only two other children in her class-

room came from anglophone families. In 1975

when my youngest, Jimmy, entered, fully

one-third of the children in his class were

from anglophone families or fully assimilated

francophone English-speaking families.

The question one might ask is—why this

increase? One reason is the example in the

community of older children, such as my 12-

year-old daughter Christine, who appear in-

telligent and who have obviously had a sound

basic education, but who, just as obviously,

are fluently bilingual and fully literate in both

languages, consistent with their attained age
and their year of school. Francophone
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parents, of course, desire their children to

attend a French-language school for reasons

that are more cultural, for the retention of

their heritage and their way of life.

Anglophones, however, need proof that a

French education is beneficial and that the

graduates are bilingual. It's graduates like

Christine and graduates of that school who
are older, who are bilingual and have suffered

no' decrease in their education, who point out
to anglophones that it can be done. That is

what has caused the increasing number of

anglophone families in the community to send
their children to that and other French-

language schools in the area.

In a few years it will be much more
evident than it is now in our country that

the concept of anglophone kids attending a

French-language school is the best means of

becoming bilingual; that concept will sell

itself. At that point we will have the gradu-
ates from the proposed secondary school.

What a pity and what an injustice that we
haven't already seen six years of graduates
already from that French-language secondary
school; what a greater pity and a vaster

neglect that the Tories, who have governed
Ontario for far too long now, didn't move to

have French-language elementary and sec-

ondary schools fully in place in the public
system 20 and 30 years ago.
We had to wait until just last April to

have placed before us a document entitled,
The Teaching and Learning of French as a

Secondary Language Program. In Windsor
and Essex county all of the French-language
elementary schools are in the separate board
and this government has done little to en-

courage, until April last, the real teaching of
French and the extension of that into our
systems across Ontario, particularly in most
of the public schools where it's so lacking.
One of the concerns I ran into, both before

this election campaign and throughout it,

were parents who said, "Well, we're not sure
whether we support the French-language
secondary school, but what really irritates

us is that French is not given in our schools
from kindergarten on." And when you in-

quired what kind of French-language instruc-
tion they would like to have, they were talk-

ing in terms of an immersion program. There's
a great feeling among the majority of parents
in the city of Windsor to have their students
in an English-French immersion program in
their schools, starting from kindergarten on.
That is a very real feeling and I want the
minister and the ministry officials to know
that; that is the program that we should be
moving to just as quickly as we can. Those
parents who have older children regret that
the program wasn't there and in place for

them while they were in their lower grades of
school and preferably from kindergarten on.

[12:30]

A real solution to the French-language
question is, of course, to teach French to

children at this early age. If there ever was
a time to teach a second language, free from
all prejudices, anxieties, obstacles and in-

hibitions that we adults all share, it is in

early childhood. Kids love another language.
I've seen my three kids go in and they simply
have a real joy, at age five, age six, age
seven and thereafter, in learning the new
words, having two words for each object
which they encounter, and at seeing both lan-

guages develop as they talk with us and with
other children in school and with their

brothers and sisters in my home. They pick
it up so spontaneously, so quickly, so un-

affectedly, and we grown-ups learn it so

slowly, we resist it so fiercely and use it so

infrequently. We must get a valid program
into our school system.
The minister also made one other mistake

in judgement throughout this entire establish-

ment of a French-language secondary school
in Windsor, but one I think we would all

have made, trusting as he did—the mistake
was in trusting—the good faith of people,

particularly the elected school board mem-
bers of Essex county. I refer to the portion
of the minister's February 13, 1976, letter to

the Essex board where, as part of the condi-

tions surrounding the grants for the French
school, he allocated a further half-million

dollars to accommodate the immediate capital
needs for projects at Belle River High School,

Kingsville High School and Essex District

High School, and even went further to say
that if the need for local improvements could
be substantiated, such expenditure would be
considered part of the cost of that combined

project for grant purposes.
This half-million dollars was, of course,

widely interpreted to be a conditional grant-
yet the half-million dollars was entirely used

and a French school not built. That was a

mistake in judgement by the minister, but in

this case perhaps one, used to dealing with

people who deal in good faith, may not have
been able to predict beforehand.

There are a few other failures that give
rise to this French feeling in Windsor and
Essex county and the bitterness caused by
this whole issue. One of them, I may say, is

the federal government, because of which

virtually every immigrant who arrived in this

country over the last 25 years has no under-

standing whatsoever of our constitution of

Canada that indicates there are both French
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and English and their respective rights to

education and to language, even language,
in this country. Their initial reaction is, "I'm

Italian," "I'm Greek," or "I'm Polish," and

then "Why do the French have a particular

right in this country?"
When they immigrated and when they

took out their citizenship, there was no at-

tempt made by the federal government in

any way, shape or form—and I've asked each

one of them, "What happened when you
took out your citizenship? What did you
have to read? What were you asked?"—no

attempt at all by the federal government
with those immigrants to indicate to them

the history of this country as it relates to

the French-English question. It's a real fail-

ure on the part of our federal government
with respect to the education of those im-

migrants when they arrived or took out their

citizenship in this country.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Per-

haps the hon. member might return to the

principle of this bill. He's talking about

federal matters at this point.

Mr. Swart: He's right on.

Mr. Bounsall: I'm right on. I'm indicating
that this bill is a bill that is necessary be-

cause of a particular situation in Essex

county and the bitterness, Mr. Speaker, and
I'm indicating what has given rise to the

bitterness, which is the lack of understand-

ing at virtually every level, and this is one
of the grossest examples of what should have
been done but wasn't done over the years.

The federal government should remedy it.

Mr. Kerrio: You were right on, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Bounsall: One of the other points
which is of rather more than minor irritation

in Essex county, which the federal govern-
ment should pay some attention to, is the
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation French
station. They almost consistently refuse to

hire anybody in that station from Windsor
and Essex county, who speak the Windsor-
Essex county patois, of course. They bring
down employees for that radio station from,
basically, the province of Quebec who con-

tinually deride the existing French-language
people there for their particular accent.

I say to the CBC they had better change
their policies. They had better open up their

eyes and start hiring people from the area
who at least will not deride the particular
accent which is spoken down there.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I fail

to see how your comments concerning CBC
hiring practices in Windsor relate to the

principle of this bill. Would you kindly re-

turn to the principle of the bill?

Mr. Bounsall: That's not surprising, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Beid: It's the kind of confusion that

leads to the problem.

Mr. Bounsall: Let me say, as I said on
the other point, that I'm indicating quite

clearly why the bitterness is there and why
this board did not pass that school and

why we have to have this bill before us.

Let me continue to address myself to the

many concerns I've heard from individuals in

the anglophone community. One of the ques-
tions that one hears often from school board

members or the ratepayers' association is

the question of local autonomy that's breach-

ed by this bill. Let us not forget that the

autonomy which school boards have is

granted by this Legislature. The autonomy
can be increased or decreased by this Legis-

lature.

It is indeed a sad day that the autonomy
granted and exercised so responsibly by all

must in the case of this Essex County Board
of Education and in this one very small area

be taken back by us. We do not do this

lightly. We do it with a heavy heart. But we
do it with a defensible position that in a

civilized, democratic society the majority

must respect the legitimate rights of a

minority. I hope no member of this House

feels that in a case of legitimate minority

right an autonomy granted by this Legis-

lature should not prevail.

In regard to section 4 of the bill, I say to

the members of the Essex county school

board, those members who are expressing

their anger and very deep emotion over the

autonomy issue: "Do not cause the minister

to take away further autonomy through the

exercise of section 4 of this bill and cause

the Minister of Education to have to build

this particular school."

Of the other concerns often expressed
to me by the anglophone community over

this school, one is that the graduates of

this school will get all the top federal

government positions that are going because

they'll clearly be the only people in our

society, at least from the province of Ontario,

who are bilingual. That is very true. I've

encouraged parents who have children of

whatever age in elementary school to send

their children to Alliance francaise courses

or to whatever courses they can take in

order that before they ^et out of elementary
school they might be able to switch to the

French-language school in the elementary

system but certainly to get themselves into
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a position if the children are willing to

enter that French-language secondary school,

to take advantage of what I think is a true

statement, the increased opportunity for job

positions with the federal government.
I really don't have very much to say to

those persons who approach me on this topic
and say: "Quebec wants to separate and I

don't think we should impede the separation
of Quebec. If they choose by their decision

to separate, I think we should let them go."
I have nothing to say to these people who
start with that premise and then conclude,
when I say we don't want to let them go,
"I think we should join the United States.

I think the province of Ontario should join
the United States and we'll extend our OHIP
system right across the United States."

Mr. Kerrio: What has that got to do with
the bill?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Will the hon. member
return to the principle of the bill?

Mr. Swart: He is right on.

Mr. Bounsall: I am. I am right on, Mr.
Speaker. I could argue that point out with
the Speaker again if he wishes.

Interjections.

Mr. Bounsall: To those persons who ex-

press that concern, where they clearly don't

grasp the whole issue of minority rights in

French-language education that was estab-
lished at Confederation, it obviously has
no relevance to them whatsoever. With
them I can just say, "You are more Am-
erican than Canadian. Best of luck in joining
the States and establishing the OHIP sys-
tem across the United States." I don't

usually even continue on and argue the
problems with the OHIP system which we
have. There is nothing much one can say.

Anglophones have said to me as well,
with respect to this bill, Mr. Speaker, "My
children shall derive no benefit from this
school. Why should I support it? Why should
I help pay for it?" To those anglophones,
I ask them a question in return. "Have you
ever objected to the provision of other
special education facilities such as schools
for the retarded-Churchwood, for example,
in Windsor? Thanks to providence, your
children also didn't make use of these."

From others I have heard that French "is

being forced down our throats." It should
be obvious, but let me reassure anglophones
in Essex county who still feel that way that
this bill forces absolutely no one to learn
French. It forces no one to go to a French
school. It is clearly a matter of parental
and children's choice whether the children

attend the French school and become bi-

lingual. What this bill simply does is to

make that choice available at the secondary
level and makes it available in the way
most assured of producing a truly bilingual
student at the end of high school.

It has been said to me that the school
would have been built some years ago if the

proposed initial design had not included an
auditorium. Yes, the original design did, but

why should the francophones not try for the
best? And if it is turned down, well they
tried. Cest la vie. In fact, provincial ?rant

moneys for an auditorium were completely
removed and the auditorium was dropped
from the plans. It was never discussed again,
not even behind the scenes. So those who
bring that point forward simply do not know
the situation.

Some comments have been made about the

French-language advisory committee turning
down offers made in good faith by the

Windsor board to provide a school. Those
who say that simply have heard only half a

story. It's true that at a joint meeting of

the two boards in 1974—and therefore an
informal meeting—Neil Libby, the then
chairman of the Windsor board, offered

that a school in Windsor be established for

use by September 1974, and that the min-

istry be consulted as soon as possible re a

long-range plan for the construction of a

new building.

The High School of Commerce was the

school in mind, but several things, it im-

mediately became evident, were wrong with

that proposal. It contained virtually no tech-

nical facilities and the renovations to in-

clude such facilities would have required

$2.5 million to $3 million, almost the price
of a new school at that point. Spending that

kind of sum on renovations, it would then

become "the" school and not an interim

measure. It would not be centrally located,

as all the studies indicated it should be for

the francophone population, and it would
involve much more lengthy and more costly

driving miles for transportation.

Monarch High School was mentioned at

a Windsor board meeting but no formal offer

was ever made because parents of Monarch

High School objected immediately and

strenuously. Belle River High School, I am
told, was considered for expansion by the

building of a wing, it being a school which
is bilingual in the county, but that would
have wiped out the outdoor athletic facili-

ties entirely for both French and English,
and therefore was not practical. A new
shared school at St. Clair Beach with two
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wings and a shared gymnasium, cafeteria

and lab facilities was considered and touted,

but the problem there was that there are

no new English-language classroom facili-

ties required. Thus, no approval would ever

be forthcoming, at least in the present state,

for additional English-language classroom

facilities in any part of the county.

[12:45]

More recently, we have heard of the use

of the University of Windsor's faculty of

education building, a building still owned

by the ministry. I want to say what I said

during the campaign when I was asked

about that at the doors of that university. I

said I had no objection, if the building

could be used. But there are three main

disadvantages to the use of that building.

The Windsor Board of Education, that facil-

ity being in Windsor, would have to agree

to administer the school. And with one

quarter or less of the students of that school

being from Windsor, and three quarters from

the county, it has never been thought reason-

able by the Windsor Board of Education

to administer the French-language school for

the area. They have never considered it and

still, from my informal conversations with

them, board members do not deem it reason-

able that they should administer the French

school.

But if they said, "Yes, we will do it," you

would then have the Ministry of Colleges and

Universities saying that classroom and office

space would need to be built at the Uni-

versity of Windsor campus to replace it; the

ministry would have to be agreeable to that.

But that is probably the least of the prob-

lems in connection with that particular fa-

cility. I think the Ministry of Colleges and

Universities would, in fact, do that, if the

Windsor board agreed to build that ad-

ditional classroom and office space back

down on campus, where it is at present six

miles away and not a very happy situation

for the university.

But the real problem is still the Essex

County Board of Education, which, if those

two conditions were met, would still have to

say, "We will buy from the Windsor Board

of Education, in an agreement such as the

Windsor board has already signed, a mini-

mum guarantee to purchase a minimum num-
ber of spaces in that school for whatever

number of pupils want to go." The problem
with the Essex County Board of Education

is that ever since its formation it has con-

sistently refused to buy any facility or space
from the Windsor Board of Education, for

any reason. And on this issue, I would sus-

pect, they certainly would not.

I may be wrong. But they went to great

lengths to avoid buying 400 spaces at Vin-

cent Massey High School on the far west

side of the Windsor board and busing stu-

dents an average of only four miles from the

La Salle area to that school. They went to

great lengths to avoid that and caused a

double teaming of classrooms at Amherst

High for some three or four years, to the

great dismay of teachers, pupils, and every-

body else; and they bused the students an

average of eight miles to get to that school,

all to avoid, buying facilities and space from

the Windsor board. So, on this issue I can

see, in the final analysis, a great problem
there.

If those three things can be worked out,

there is no problem. In addition, that facility

has an auditorium which perhaps would be

of some advantage to the francophone com-

munity. But it is well beyond the point, I

think, where this can be considered. If that

offer had been brought up five years ago, it

may have been welcomed. But the situation

has gone too far.

The building of a new school, as this bill

proposes, in an appropriate location, has be-

come a symbol in the francophone commu-

nity, a symbol much larger than just a place
to conduct classes in French. It has become
a symbol of the preservation of one of our

two founding cultures. Of course, we have

managed in Ontario to virtually destroy the

Indian and Eskimo cultures, and the Franco-

Ontarians fear for their cultural future. It is

a symbol as well of our majority anglophone
toleration of minority groups.

This next point, I have understood the

least, and found the most difficult to grasp;

but I have arrived at the belief and under-

standing that the francophones in Ontario,

and in our area, have a right to their own
school in their own location, just as we anglo-

phones have always had provided to us. To
be told where the location should be, if it

is not acceptable to the francophone popula-

tion, is simply not an acceptable solution or

situation.

•I say to the francophones, as we are about

to pass this bill, by this bill you have not

only won the battle, you have won the eight-

year war. The true measure of a victor is

how you act toward the vanquished. The

time is near at hand, and those are the terms

in which it's stated down there, I might say

to the member for Ottawa East, when you
can rejoice quietly—

Mr. Roy: It is not.
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Mr. Bounsall: —when you do not rub it

into the anglbphones, when you toss no vic-

torious looks and you bury any bitterness you
have. To the members of the Essex county
school board and the people of Essex, there

m great honour in a defeat gracefully ac-

cepted. I ask the anglophones who are still

upset about the building of this school not
to subject themselves to any prolonged last-

ditch legal moppings-up.
Some say why is there the need at all for

a French-language school? Why not a bilin-

gual school? What's wrong with that? As
Professor Tom Symons, commissioner of the

Commission on French-Language Secondary
Schools has pointed out, there is really no
such entity as a bilingual school. There are

English-language schools that teach some
courses in French and there are French-

language schools that teach some courses in

English.

We have to ask ourselves, therefore, how
c!o we achieve in Essex county a bilingual
Canadian? The only real chance for a stu-

dent immersed and surrounded as we are in

the English language to become bilingual in

Essex county, in my opinion, is to attend a

French-language school, where the adminis-

tration is in French, the language of com-
munication is in French and all activities are

in French. The problem in Essex county is

to retain and to speak enough French be-

cause English is so readily available.

There will, of course, be English taught
as a language in that French school. The
Education Act states — where 20 students or

more request that a given course be taught
in English there is a clear legislative direc-

tion under section 2(66) of the Act that that

course or those courses be taught in English.
I understand from the French-language ad-

visory committee that there will be no

problem locally in that French school for

those options to be taught in English as

desired by French-language students. They
will be provided if the request is there.

Mr. Symons went on further in this report
and said in a comment about bilingual
schools that most francophone students in

Ontario are usually bilingual already be-
cause of circumstances outside the classroom,

whereas most anglophone students are not.

What nearly always happens in a so-called

mixed school or bilingual school is that the

language of communication and administra-

tion, and thus the overall atmosphere, is

English. Much more often than not, there-

fore, the mixed or so-called bilingual school
is a one-way street to assimilation for th'j

French-speaking student.

I will end on a personal note. When the

school opens in the fall of 1978, among those

in that entering class, God willing, will be

my daughter Christine. If that school had
not been built, we certainly would have made
other arrangements for her continued French-

language education at whatever cost to us.

All members of this Parliament involved in

this bill should be invited to the official open-
ing of this school, including the very few,
and I hope none by the time this debate is

concluded—who have not yet found it in their

hearts or consciences to support the building
of this school.

I hope all members will come. I want to

say one more thing. I will be there on the

day the school opens, quietly and unobtru-

sively hidden in the background because I

want to observe the pride, the exultation, the

joie de vivre with which those students enter

this school for the first time, the school that

they have heard about and that would be

provided since the days they were in kinder-

garten, nine long years ago. It is a unique
scene that will not often be repeated in

Ontario, and would that all our students

across this land entered their schools with
the same feeling that this group of franco-

phone students will have on that opening
day.

On motion by Mr. Sterling, the debate was

adjourned.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS
Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, before mov-

ing the adjournment of the House I would
like to table the answer to questions 4, 5, 6,

7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 standing on the notice

paper. (See appendix, page 615.)

'On motion by Hon. Mr. Wells, the House

adjourned at 1 p.m.

No.

12

12

Page

458

461

Column
o

ERRATA

Line Should read:

34 House in committee on Rill 15, An Act to

amend The Corporations Tax Act.

32 Lines 32 and 33 should be transposed to

become lines 41 and 42.
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APPENDIX
(See page 614)

Answers to questions were tabled as follows:

4. Mr. Cunningham-Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and
Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation
an itemized list of all sales and dollar value of sales of the UTDC to date, and table such
information in the House. [First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977.
Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):
Two hundred light rail vehicles, Toronto Transit Commission-$72,793,000; Ontario North-

land Railway purchase; rehabilitate, modify, deliver and lease four intercity passenger trains—

$5,000,000; sale of and license of small buses and wheelchair lifts—$1,729,110; revenue from
seat development program with Otaco Limited—$6,200; revenue from consulting engineering
contracts; 1975, 1976, and 1977-$223,559; revenue from consulting planning contracts; 1975,
1976, and 1977-$344,641; sale of spare parts related to TEE trains-$389,000. Total-
$80,485,510.

Not included in the above is the loan of $55.5 million from Ministry of Transportation and
Communications on the ICTS program.

5. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and
Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation
estimates of noise level from ICTS vehicles at various distances in comparison with CLRV or

any advance light rail system, eg. Boeing Vertol, and table such information in the House.

[First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

TRANSIT SYSTEM NOISE IMPACT

Vehicle status during measurement: ICTS—All possible loading, movement and train con-

figuration conditions; CLRV—40 mph on paved, tangent ground track; Boeing LRV—40 mph.
Measurement point: Distance from guideway 50 feet in each instance.

Noise level (dBA): ICTS, 65-68; CLRV, 75; Boeing LRV, 80.

The ICTS information is contained in the publication ICTS Development Program: Report
on Phases 1 and 2 and Recommendations for Phase 3, tabled on June 11, 1976. The reasons

for requiring and methods of obtaining the extremely low noise impact shown in this table,

including the use of steerable axle trucks, resilient steel wheels, guideway/vehicle integration,

continuous welded track, wheel and rail grinding, and non-driven wheels are explained in this

publication.

The estimated CLRV noise impact is quoted from the vehicle specification documents:

Specification Number CLRV-4-IC For Light Rail Vehicle, "C" Revision, 1 August 1975. The

specification forms part of the contractual agreement between UTDC and its various vehicle

and equipment suppliers and between UTDC and the Toronto Transit Commission.

The Boeing LRV data has been extracted from their promotional brochure Light Rail

Vehicle, June 1975.

6. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and

Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation
estimates of power consumption by ICTS vehicles in normal operation as compared with power
consumption of a PCC-TTC vehicle and the CLRV and table such information in the House.

[First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]
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Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

Specific Energy Source of Data

Consumption

Subway 5.0 KW hr/Veh. mile TTC-490 vehicles measured

Streetcar 5.2 KW hr/Veh. mile TTC — 338 vehicles measured

Light Rail Vehicle 3.75 KW hr/Veh. mile Garrett Mfg Co. & UTDC -
Tests & calculations

Intermediate capacity 3.5 KW hr/Veh. mile Spar & UTDC -
transit vehicle Tests & calculations

Trolley coach 4.0 KW hr/Veh. mile TTC — 151 vehicles measured

Diesel bus 5.5 miles per gallon TTC — 1,217 vehicles measured

Gas automobile 15.0 miles per gallon G.M. — Fleet average

The preceding table indicates the power consumption measured or estimated for various

transit vehicles and the private automobile. The PCC-TTC vehicle is represented by the

"Streetcar" category in the table, and the CLRV by the "Light Rail Vehicle" category. This

chart appears as Table B3-1 in Moving Into An Energy Efficient Society, a submission by
UTDC to the Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning presented in November 1976.

7. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and

Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corpora-

tion operating costs estimates of ICTS operating commercially with and without automation,

and table such Information in the House. [First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer

April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.1

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

The report ICTS Development Program and Report on Phases 1 and 2 and Recommenda-

tions for Phase 3 indicates that the saving resulting from automation is 40 per cent of total

operating cost. Present estimates indicate that the annual cost of operating one mile of ICTS
in a typical urban application carrying 15,000 people per hour per day would be: With auto-

mation, $775,000; without automation, $1,260,000; estimated saving, 38.5 per cent.

8. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and

Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation
an itemized breakdown of the budget for the three year ICTS and LRV testing program and
the means by which this venture is being funded, and table such information in the House.

[First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.1

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

The itemized breakdown of costs for the three-year ICTS development program is provided
in the following tables: A. breakdown of the $55.5 million; B. breakdown of UTDC budget by
major work element; C. breakdown of Canadair and subcontractors budget by major work
element.

The funding for the ICTS program is provided under a loan agreement dated February
17, 1977, between the Ontario government and UTDC.

UTDC has not completed planning for development and test programs for the LRV
beyond the contract for supply of vehicles to the TTC. Sources of funding for such con-

tinued development programs have not been determined.
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TABLE A
Breakdown of the $55.5 million phase 3 ICTS program budget

Canadair contract $37,746,200

UTDG budget 6,850,700

Contingency 4,503,100

Inflation allowance 6,400,000

Total $55,500,000

TABLE B

ICTS PHASE 3

UTDC PROGRAM BUDGET

ELEMENT (000's Omitted)

Program Management 359.4

Management Benefits 43.1

Engineering—Total 930.6

Vehicle 187.0

Power and Distribution 18.0

Command, Control, Comm 205.0

Infrastructure <,... 74.4

System Engineering 204.6

Integration and Test 74.3

Management 167.3

Operations—Core 377.1

Finance , 122.6

Product Marketing 173.3

Corporate Marketing 25.9

Planning (Transportation) 241.4

Sub-total Labour 2,273.4

Promotion 124.0

Miscellaneous 25.3

Communications 70.3

Travel and Living 333.8

Equipment Rental 35.0

Consultants-to UTDC 685.0

Overhead 3,303.9

Subtotal Other 4,161.9

Total $6,850.7

TABLE C
ICTS PHASE 3

WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE-CANADAIR

ELEMENT 000's

Vehicle
i 9,375.

Guideway 2,987.

Fower and Distribution 1,301.

Command, Control and Communications 3,382.

Systems Engineering 5,476.



618 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

Integration and Test 5,838.

Liaison Engineering 5,932.

34,291.0
Fee 2,505.5

Phase 3 Start-up (June, July, August, 1976) 949.7

Total $37,746.2

UTDC vehicle test programs: As presently planned, there will be three distinct test pro-

grams carried out at the Transit Development Centre (TDC), Kingston, in the next three

years. Two are connected with the Canadian Light Rail Vehicle (CLRV) and one with the

Articulated Light Rail Vehicle (ALRV). 1. CLRV—qualification of the Canadian manufacturer;
2. CLRV—development of vehicle performance and capability; 3. ALRV—prototype testing
and demonstration.

1. Qualification of the Canadian supplier—CLRV: Certain tests will be required to ensure

that the manufacturing techniques have not altered the vehicle characteristics and perfor-
mance. These will include: (a) truck tests; (b) vehicle dynamic tests for ride comfort; (c)

energy consumption tests; (d) noise abatement tests.

2. Development of vehicle performance—CLRV: Development engineering work will be

conducted to improve and extend the vehicle (CLRV) capabilities and the major parameters
will be checked and evaluated through a test program at the TDC. These development aspects
will cover (a) vehicle control systems; (b) vehicle information systems; (c) ride performance;

(d) energy use reduction.

3. Prototype testing—ALVR: These vehicles will be subjected to a series of tests at the TDC
to show conformance with specification requirements. Following these, development tests will

be conducted to assist in improving the performance. Tests will include: (a) dynamic tests for

the articulated truck; (b) speed and route profile tests; (c) ride performance; (d) energy con-

sumption; (e) noise measurement.

Note—CLRV development and compliance testing: The CLRV testing just described extends

beyond that in the basic contract. That contract provides for the confirmation that all design
parameters have been met through the conduct of a test program on the first several proto-

type vehicles. This testing is about to commence in existing test facilities at Vienna and Orbe

Chavornay.

9. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and
Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation

capital cost estimates for one mile of ICTS operating commercially at grade, below grade and

elevated, broken down into component parts, eg. station costs, guideway costs, vehicle costs

et cetera and table such information in the House. [First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim

Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

The report ICTS Development Program: Report on Phases 1 and 2 and Recommendations
for Phase 3, indicates that the cost of underground construction is in the range of $20 M to

$25 M per mile higher than the cost of at grade or elevated construction. Further, elevated

costs were estimated as approximately $4 M per mile more than at-grade costs. The following
table indicates the estimated capital costs.

ICTS CAPITAL COST
($M per route mile)

At-Grade

Station 1.14

Guideway 0.79

Trackwork and Electrification 2.77

Command and Control 0.25

Vehicles 6.70

Other 2.33

Total ($M) 14.0 17.9 32.6

Elevated
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10. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and
Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corpora-
tion an itemized breakdown of the estimated costs associated with the test track facility near

Kingston and actual expenditures to date, and table such information in the House. [First

Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):
The overall ICTS {Intermediate Capacity Transit System) program budget breakdown for

the test track facility is as follows: Development contractor management and engineering,
$1,693,800; test track, $3,900,100; support facilities, $4,008,500; electrical power distribu-

tion, $1,096,000; command control and communications, $2,312,200; moving UTDC and
contractor staff to Kingston, $1,860,000. Total, $14,850,600.

Actual expenditures to the end of Mf.y, 1977, on activities related to the facility, including
land costs, were $2,669,790.

The CLRV budget for the test track facility is: Track, electrification and switching, $3,113,-

000; service road, $100,000; signal system, $80,000; incremental cost for LRV portion of test,

operations and maintenance, building and equipment, $567,600. Total, $3,860,600.

Expenditures to the end of May were $4,349.

11. Mr. Cunningham—Inquiry of the ministry: Will the Minister of Transportation and
Communications undertake to obtain from the Urban Transportation Development Corporation
a list of senior personnel and their salaries and benefits, and table such information in the

House. [First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportaton and Communications (Mr. Snow):

1976 compensation:

Executive levels: President; Senior Vice-President Operations and Engineering; Senior

Vice-President Marketing and Planning; Vice-President Finance and Treasurer; General

Counsel; Manager, Administration and Corporate Planning. Total, $266,400; average salary,

$44,400.

Managers: Manager of Planning; Program Manager, ICTS; Manager Transit Applications;

Manager Procurement and Supplier; Surveillance; Manager of Export Sales; Manager of

Turn-Key Projects; Program Manager, CLRV; Manager of Technology; Manager of Engineer-

ing; Controller; Operations Manager; Manager of Sales; Manager of Government and Public

Affairs. Total, $451,821; average salary, $34,755.

Fringe benefits: Statutory holidays, 11; vacation, three weeks first 15 years of continuous

employment; company paid life insurance, three times annual salary for employees with

dependents, one times annual salary for employees without dependents; extended health care;

long-term disability; president and vice-presidents have a lease car with parking paid by the

company.

12. Mr. Blundy—Inquiry of the ministry: 1. Has the entire route of Highway 402 from

Highway 22 to Highway 401 been finally decided. 2. How many properties, if any, are still

to be acquired in this area. 3. Have any contracts for construction of this portion of Highway
402 been let. [Tabled June 28, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Transportation and Communications (Mr. Snow):

(1) The entire route for Highway 402 from where it crosses Highway 7 just west of the

village of Warwick to Highway 401 has been designated.

(2) The question of outsanding properties may best be answered by townships, as the

township boundaries closely approximate the contract limits. Originally there were 302 owners

on these projects.

Township of Warwick, no properties outstanding; township of Adelaide, 10 properties out-

standing; township of Caradoc, 48 properties outstanding; township of Delaware, itwo proper-
ties outstanding; township of Westminister, no properties outstanding.

(3) The question of contracts can also best be answered by referring to townships.

Township of Warwick, awarded as grading contract 76-47; township of Adelaide to High-

way 81, awarded as grading contract 76-122, township of Caradoc, scheduled for award late

1978 based on availability of property and funds et cetera; township of Delaware, scheduled

for award early 1978 based on settlement of two hearings of necessity; township of West-

minister, scheduled for award late 1977.



620 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

CONTENTS

Friday, July 8, 1977

Bilingual court services, statement by Mr. McMurtry 585

Point of order re statement, Mr. Renwick 586

Municipal electrical utilities, statement by Mr. J. A. Taylor 588

Truck weight regulations, statement by Mr. Snow 588

Speaker's ruling re questions on Hydro contracts 589

Hydro contracts, questions of Mr. Davis and Mr. McMurtry: Mr. S. Smith, Mr. Nixon,
Mr. Roy, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Deans, Mr. Reid 590

Income maintenance, questions of Mr. Norton: Mr. Deans, Mrs. Campbell 597

Fire regulations, questions of Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Epp 597

Municipal electrical utilities, questions of Mr. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Swart 597

Peach crop, question of Mr. W. Newman: Mr. Hall 598

Ministers answers, question of B. Stephenson: Mr. Grande 598

PCB spill, questions of Mr. Kerr: Mr. Bradley 599

Windsor teachers' dispute, questions of Mr. Wells: Mr. Cooke 599

Vacant Hydro building, questions of Mr. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Kerrio, Mr. Martel 599

Seaway tolls, questions of Mr. Snow: Mr. Foulds, Mr. Kerrio 600

Foster children's trip, question of Mr. Norton: Mr. Baetz 600

Annexation applications, questions of Mr. McKeough: Mr. Nixon 601

Sudbury police dispute, question of Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Martel 602

Notices of dissatisfaction re answer to oral questions, Mr. Roy, Mr. Epp 602

Report, Ontario Telephone Services Commission, Mr. Snow 602

Report, standing social development committee, Mr. Villeneuve 602

Report, standing procedural affairs committee, Mr. Breaugh 602

Notice of motion No. 3 re payments pending voting of supply, Mr. McKeough 602

Waterloo Electrical Service Areas Act, Mr. J. A. Taylor, first reading 603

Peel Municipal Hydro-Electrical Service Act, Mr. J. A. Taylor, first reading 603

Education Amendment Act, Mr. Roy, first reading 603

Legislative Pages 603

Essex County French-Language Secondary School Act, Mr. Wells, on second reading ...'. 603

Tabling answers to written questions 4-12, Mr. Wells 614

Motion to adjourn, Mr. Wells, agreed to 614

Errata 614

Appendix, answers to written questions 615



JULY 8, 1977 621

SPEAKERS IN THIS ISSUE

Baetz, R. C. (Ottawa West PC)
Bounsall, E. J. (Windsor-Sandwich NDP)
Bradley, J. (St. Catharines L)

Breaugh, M. (Oshawa NDP)
Breithaupt, J. R. (Kitchener L)

Campbell, M. (St. George L)

Cassidy, M. (Ottawa Centre NDP)
Cooke, D. (Windsor-Riverside NDP)
Davis, Hon. W. G.; Premier (Brampton PC)
Deans, I. (Wentworth NDP)
Edighoffer, H.; Deputy Speaker (Perth L)
Epp, H. (Waterloo North L)
Foulds, J. F. (Port Arthur NDP)
Germa, M. C. (Sudbury NDP)
Grande, A. (Oakwood NDP)
Grossman, L. (St. Andrew-St. Patrick PC)
Hall, R. (Lincoln L)
Havrot, E. (Timiskaming PC)
Kerr, Hon. G. A.; Minister of the Environment (Burlington South PC)
Kerrio, V. (Niagara Falls L)
MacBeth, Hon. J. P.; Provincial Secretary for Justice and Solicitor General (Humber PC)
MacDonald, D. C. (York South NDP)
Makarchuk, M. (Brantford NDP)
Martel, E. W. (Sudbury East NDP)
McKeough, Hon. W. D.; Treasurer, Minister of Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs

(Chatham-Kent PC)
McMurtry, Hon. R.; Attorney General (Eglinton PC)
Newman, Hon. W.; Minister of Agriculture and Food (Durham-York PC)
Nixon, R. F. (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk L)

Norton, Hon. K.; Minister of Community and Social Services (Kingston and the Islands PC)
Pope, A. (Cochrane South PC)
Reid, T. P. (Rainy River L)
Renwick, J. A. (Riverdale NDP)
Rhodes, Hon. J. R.; Minister of Housing (Sault Ste. Marie PC)
Rowe, Hon. R. D.; Speaker (Northumberland PC)
Roy, A. J. (Ottawa East L)
Smith, G. E.; Acting Speaker (Simcoe East PC)
Smith, S.; Leader of the Opposition (Hamilton West L)
Snow, Hon. J. W.; Minister of Transportation and Communications (Oakville PC)
Stephenson, Hon. B.; Minister of Labour (York Mills PC)
Swart, M. (Welland-Thorold NDP)
Taylor, Hon. J. A.; Minister of Energy (Prince Edward-Lennox PC)
Wells, Hon. T. L.; Minister of Education (Scarborough North PC)
Wildman, B. (Algoma NDP)
Wiseman, D. J. (Lanark PC)





No. 17

Legislature of Ontario
Debates

Official Report (Hansard)

Daily Edition

First Session, 31st Parliament

Monday, July 11, 1977

Afternoon Sitting

Speaker: Honourable Russell Daniel Rowe
Clerk: Roderick Lewis, QC



CONTENTS

A list of the speakers taking part in the debates in this issue of Hansard appears, in

alphabetical order, at the back of this issue.

Daily contents of proceedings also appears at the back of this issue. Reference to a

cumulative index of previous issues can be obtained by calling the Hansard Reporting Service

indexing staff. Phone 965-2159.

Hansard subscription price is $15.00 per session, from: Sessional Subscription Service,

Printing Services Branch, Ministry of Government Services, 9th Floor, Ferguson Block, Parlia-

ment Buildings, Toronto M7A 1N3. Phone 965-2238.

Published by the Legislature of the Province of Ontario.

Editor of Debates: Peter Brannan.



625

LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

RONTO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, on April

29 I tabled in the Legislature a copy of an

order in council, appointing Mr. Justice

John David Cromarty to conduct an inquiry
into the exemption granted to Ronto Develop-
ment under The Land Speculation Tax Act.

I am pleased that I will be able to table

today the report of Mr. Justice Cromarty,
and wish at the same time to commend him
for a very thorough investigation of the

circumstances, and the expeditious manner
in which he dealt with the issue.

In his conclusion, Mr. Justice Cromarty
says that, after a complete examination of

all possible witnesses: "I am satisfied that

there was no undue or improper influence

brought to bear on anyone, from any source;
nor was there any other impropriety of any
kind in respect to the decision by the govern-
ment in granting an exemption under the

provisions of The Land Speculation Tax Act,

1974, to the partnership carrying on business
as Ronto Development Company."

Mr. Speaker, I trust these findings will

reassure the people of Ontario who, under-

standably, might have been concerned by
the initial reports on the subject.

Mr. Kerrio: They're still concerned.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Keep up the innuen-

does; is that what you want to do?

Mr. S. Smith: Do you know the terms of
reference yourself?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

ORAL QUESTIONS

OHTB BUS LICENCE

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister
of Transportation and Communications: Can
he tell us whether he can explain to this

House what it was that prompted Ontario
Northland Transportation Commission—a
creature of the government, after all—to

apply on May 8, 1976, to over-run Gray
Coach Lines and then to withdraw that

Monday, July 11, 1977

application at the end of October, just before

the Greyhound matter? Can he explain
whether he knew anything of that decision

to apply and the decision to withdraw? Can
he explain those decisions to us?

Hon. Mr. Snow: As I recall, Ontario

Northland did apply for a licence to imple-
ment what it called its executive or deluxe

bus service from Sudbury to Toronto, similar

to the service that it is operating down High-
way 11 through North Bay to Toronto. It

did make that application.

Subsequent to that application being made,
Gray Coach Lines implemented the same

type of service. It had not done so previous
to that time—it was a regular bus service-
but sometime between the two dates the

Leader of the Opposition has mentioned,
Gray Coach Lines implemented the deluxe
service. After this service was in fact in

operation, Ontario Northland decided it

would no longer proceed with its application.
I believe those to be the facts.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: The minister

is saying to the House, therefore, that the

only application which Ontario Northland
was making was for a different kind of

service—an executive service—and not for

any normal type of service which would
over-run Gray Coach Lines.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes, that's what I believe

I said, Mr. Speaker. I would have to check
all the paperwork, because it happened some
time ago. But as I recall, the application
was for the executive bus service from Sud-

bury to Toronto, similar to that which it was

operating on the Highway 11 corridor; and
when that service was implemented by Gray
Coach Lines, Ontario Northland did not pro-
ceed.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary: If Gray Coach
Lines reacted in that way to provide this

service when that over-running was threat-

ened, does the minister not agree that if it

were given the same opportunity to provide
the service on these other roads where it is

being over-run by Greyhound, it would have
reacted in turn?

Hon. Mr. Snow: To my understanding,

Gray Coach Lines was given that opportun-

ity. It has had those licences for years, and
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several months went by from the time of the

other applications from Stock Brothers and

Greyhound until such time as the hearings

were convened. Gray Coach did not, to my
knowledge, change service during that time.

HYDRO CONTRACTS

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Attorney
General: Can he tell us whether there is at

present, or has been, a police investigation

into the matter that we've been discussing in

the House in recent days—the alleged wrong-
doing in the Hydro contracts at Madawaska
and so on? Has there been a police investiga-

tion launched in the province of Ontario or

has it simply been assumed that the inquiry
launched privately by the Premier (Mr. Davis)
would be sufficient?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have to say, Mr.

Speaker, that I am unable to answer a

question of that type adequately without, in

my view, infringing on the order that was
made by Chief Judge Fred Hayes at the

outset of the preliminary hearing. I just find

it impossible to pursue it further, to add

anything more to what I have already said,

without seriously infringing on that order.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
having no wish to encourage any infringement
of the order—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Not much.

Mr. S. Smith: You are the one with the

innuendo now, Mr. Premier, not I.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Why are you pursuing it?

Mr. S. Smith: I am pursuing—
Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I have been
asked by the Premier why I am pursuing
this question.

Mr. Speaker: No, actually it was an inter-

jection.

Mr. S. Smith: The fact is that it is very
important to know whether private inquiries
are now taking the place of proper police
investigations in Ontario, irrespective of the
matter.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Oh come on, that is

a stupid question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is the question
asked?

Mr. Nixon: You say it's stupid. You can
stick with that.

Mr. Cunningham: And you will both go
down together.

Mr. S. Smith: Will the Attorney General
not recognize that, without infringing in

any way on the material referred to in the

preliminary inquiry, the people of Ontario

have some need to understand whether the

police have been permitted to investigate

this matter or whether they have been,

somehow or other, encouraged not to do so,

in as much as a private inquiry has taken

place?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, that is nonsense.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can certainly say,

Mr. Speaker, that in no way have the police

been encouraged not to investigate the

matter.

Mr. S. Smith: All right. Are they or have

they been investigating the matter? That is

all I am asking; it is quite straightforward.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have nothing further

to add, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Roy: I would like to ask the Attorney
General why it is he feels the order of

Chief Judge Hayes is so restrictive? What
prevents him from telling us about an in-

quiry without referring to the evidence?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The original

question had to do with any police investiga-

tion.

Mr. Roy: That's right. That's what I am

asking.

Mr. Speaker: I haven't seen the question

related to the possibility of a police in-

vestigation yet. If the hon. member will tie

his question into that then it might be

appropriate, but otherwise we are going into

the whole broad area-

Mr. Roy: Well, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member will please restrain himself.

The question had to do with whether the

police had an earlier investigation of this

matter. If your question is on that, it is

proper.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Next time we will ask you,

Albert.

Mr. S. Smith: This has to do with pro-

cedure.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You are wrong.

Mr. Roy: I'll repeat my question, Mr.

Speaker. Why is it that the Attorney General

is saying that he cannot answer the question

asked by my leader because of the order of

Judge Hayes? Does he not feel that his in-

terpretation of that order is far too restrictive,

in the light of the fact that he has been

commenting about certain other aspects of

that trial?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have nothing further

to add to my previous answers, Mr. Speaker.
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OHTB BUS LICENCE

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, 1 have a question
of the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications. Is the minister aware whether
or not Karl Mallette has made known to the

Highway Transport Board the recent philo-

sophical change in the attitude of Gray
Coach Lines towards providing service? What
is Karl Mallette playing at? What kind of a

game is this that he is playing, when he now
tells us that he is not going to provide serv-

ice to some of the small municipalities?

Hon. Mr. Davis: He was playing with

some of you opposite a few weeks ago, wasn't

he Stuart?

Mr. Roy: You are the one who is playing

games.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I have no

knowledge of what the hon. member refers

to.

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Has the min-
ister had drawn to his attention the fact that

Karl Mallette, the chairman of Gray Coach

Lines, has indicated that the bus line no

longer intends to maintain the philosophy of

providing service to the public but rather

intends to go to a profit-oriented philosophy,
which will mean a reduction in service to

many of the small municipalities that it used
as the basis for its argument before the On-
tario Highway Transport Board?

Mr. Reid: That's what the government
forced them into doing.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-

ister has the floor to answer the question.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I am not

responsible for what Mr. Mallette says.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, yes you are.

Hon. Mr. Snow: He certainly doesn't send
me copies of everything that he says, and I

certainly wouldn't want to be held respon-
sible for some of his philosophies.

Mr. Deans: I think you read the state-

ment.

Mr. Lewis: I don't blame you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You don't like him very
much.

Mr. Lewis: I can take him or leave him.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He is one of yours,

Stephen.

Hon. Mr. Snow: He may have made state-

ments like this to the Highway Transport
Board during the period of the rehearing of

the particular case mentioned, I don't know.

[2:151

Mr. Deans: Supplementary: Would it be
the minister's intention then, at the time he
receives the report from the Highway Trans-

port Board from those hearings, to take into

account what is an evident change in the

entire managerial philosophy of Gray Coach
and try to impose some restriction to ensure

that small municipalities in Ontario will in

fact receive adequate bus transportation serv-

ice from Gray Coach or whoever else has

been given the right to the franchises?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I would first say that we
should 'await the report of the Highway
Transport Board, which I think will be forth-

coming very soon.

Mr. Deans: I look with interest at the Min-
ister of Health (Mr. Timbrell). I am almost

afraid to say anything. You have something?

Hon. Mr. Davis: That is the best question

you have asked: "You have something?"

Mr. Deans: Goodness gracious, then I'll

wait for a ministerial statement.

MERCURY POLLUTION

Mr. Deans: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of the Environment: Can the minister give
us some clear indication of what it is that's

being done when he says that he is currently

attempting to find out where the sources of

mercury pollution come from with regard to

the mercury pollution that has been uncov-
ered in the Muskoka Lakes area?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The staff and officials of

the ministry have put together a team as a

result of finding certain levels in fish early

this year and late last year. Their task is to

try to ascertain what man-made source or

what source, normal, industrial or commercial

or residential, may be in existence in the

Muskoka Lakes that is the cause of the prob-
lem there.

We are testing the sediment at the bottom
of those lakes where we have found fish that

have high mercury level readings. We are

looking at any abandoned industrial or com-
mercial operation, such as tanneries, where
there is some possibility they may be the

cause.

We are looking at existing sewage treat-

ment plants in the area. We are looking at

any possibility of any improper disposal of

industrial liquid waste and any possible

source that may contain mercury, that is in

the bottom sediment and resulting in high
fish readings.

Mr. Gaunt: Have you checked the lodge of

the Minister of Natural Resources (Mr. F. S.

Miller)?
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Mr. Deans: Supplementary: is the minister

confining the search to the immediate Mus-
koka area or is he prepared to take the

suggestion of my colleague the member for

Port Arthur (Mr. Foulds) that it may well

be that of some of this pollution comes by
way of the air and that the problems could

well be located some considerable distance

from the Muskoka area?

Secondly, what is the minister doing to try

to determine mercury levels in the other

lakes, other than those he's presently indi-

cated do have contamination levels higher
than public acceptance would allow? What
is he doing to try to ensure that public
health is not being threatened in those areas?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As to the first question,
we are looking upstream from the particular

lakes in question, at the tributaries and any
rivers that flow into those lakes. All those

sources are being looked at.

As far as air emissions are concerned,
airborne contamination, we are also examin-

ing any plants within a 200- or 300-mile

radius that may have mercury in the manu-

facturing process, which may become air-

borne. As I said, this investigation started

last January.
For example, our people were examining

snow, any possible contamination through
ingredients in snow, metallic ingredients in

snow that might indicate there is airborne

mercury. That has been done and analysed.
We haven't found anything, but we will

continue to do that. Any possibility of sedi-

ments in rain is also being examined.

As for any other areas, as the hon. member
has mentioned, that testing goes on. The
sources of course, in areas such as Lake On-
tario or Lake Erie or northwestern Ontario,
have been known to us and eliminated now.
The problem there is not the same as the

problem in the Muskokas where we just can't

find a man-made source. It's a mystery and
we are trying to find that.

I've indicated the methods we're using.
I'm satisfied and the people in my ministry
are satisfied that this mercury loss has ex-
isted over a long period of time; it is in the
bottom sediments, and that's why the par-
ticular species of fish are being contaminated.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Could the
minister indicate to the House why the team
seems to have confined its study area to a
200- or 300-mile radius? Are they not, in

fact, examining the research of the Fresh-
water Biological Institute in Minneapolis,
which I pointed out to the minister last

week, and wouldn't it make some sense that

if they are examining the sediment in snow
and in rain, that they study the North
American meteorological patterns to see if,

in fact, the emissions may come from fur-

ther distances, either from the Inco stack

or from the Michigan peninsula where a

number of thermal coal generating stations

exist?

Hon. Mr Kerr: That's right, Mr. Speaker.
The point I'm trying to make is that we
have to identify and ascertain definitely that

this contamination is airborne. We are look-

ing at the site where the problem is and

at the same time looking within a 200- to

300-mile radius to see if there are sources.

If we don't find the problem I've talked

about in the lake sediment, in rain or

snow and in areas such as that, then airborne

emissions may not be the problem here. We
have to establish that at the source. If there

is that contamination at the point of the

impingement in the lakes that we're talking

about, then we go further afield to locate

the source.

Mr. B. Newman: Supplementary: Has the

ministry contacted the officials from the state

of Michigan, the air pollution branch of some

ministry there, and found out if their analysis

of pollutants from coal generating stations

and other coal burning companies may be

one of the reasons for the pollutants in the

Muskoka area?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, as a

result of the questions last week, we are

doing that, working through the International

Joint Commission.

PORT DOVER FISHERY

Mr. G. I. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question for the Minister of Natural Re-

sources in regard to the Port Dover fishing

industry. It's been almost a year and a half

now since the 10-inch limit on perch was
enforced and the fishermen in Port Dover
and Long Point Bay have been trying to

co-operate with the ministry. Reports coming
back are that the poundage being taken this

year is less than in 1976. Would the minister

consider increasing the 10 per cent to a

percentage that would provide the fishermen

in that area with a livelihood? Would he
consider doing that at this time?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, the hon.

member and I have discussed this a number
of times. I think he meant to say eight inches,
not 10 inches, on the limit.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Yes, eight inches.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Yes. Most certainly my
concern is both for the future of the fishery,
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and therefore the future of the fishermen.

Neither one of them has a future unless

the fish are protected. The very fact that

catches in excess of eight inches are hard

to get is, to me, the major symptom of the

problem. The fishery is over-stretched. There-

fore, the actions we've taken to control the

size of the fish in the area are in the long-

term interest of both the fishery and the

fishermen.

I think the temptation to take a catch

today, in today's market, whether it be fish

or whether it be any other product that

depends on natural regeneration, is such that

it must be avoided. I've agreed, as the mem-
ber knows, to look at the size of mature fish

in certain waters of Lake Erie to see if it's

possible to waive the eight-inch limit or the

percentage of undersized fish in certain bays

where the fish may mature at a smaller over-

all size. Most important, I'm told we should

allow these fish to have a chance to spawn,
I believe it's twice, before they reach the

size allowable for catch. If we don't, the

progress toward rehabilitation of fish in Lake
Erie simply won't occur and there will be

no future for the fishermen.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Supplementary: I think

an investigation was to have taken place

by the ministry. Has there been any report

pointing out the fact there could be a slower

growth rate in the Long Point Bay area?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I think there are indica-

tions, although the reports aren't finalized,

that there probably are some areas of the

lake—not just the one, but a number of

areas—where fish mature at a smaller overall

size. The hon. member and I have talked

about this. They apparently have slightly

different characteristics of weight versus

length.

Our purpose is to have had them spawn
a couple of times, I'm told, before they're

caught. If they're at that point where they've

regenerated, they're ready to be taken. My
staff haven't given me a final piece of advice
on that.

ACADEMY OF
MEDICINE DISPUTE

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, to the Min-
ister of Labour: Is the minister aware of the

several attempts by the Communications

Workers, local No. 1, and the Organization
of Working Women who are working with

them, to meet with her office on behalf of

the 18 striking women at the Academy of

Medicine, concerning that unfortunate and
now lengthening strike?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that the entire operation of the

answering service of the Academy of Medi-
cine was terminated as of June 14 of this

year and there is no longer, I gather, an em-

ployer in this dispute.

Mr. Deans: What a way to get out of col-

lective bargaining, it speaks volumes.

Mr. Cassidy: You support that too, don't

you?

Mr. Mackenzie: Supplementary to the Min-
ister of Labour: The minister hasn't answered

my question. These workers and the Orga-
nization of Working Women have been at-

tempting to meet with her. I believe the Aca-

demy may have turned some of the answering
calls back to another answering service. In as

much as this was another effort at a first con-

tract where the workers seem to be going
down the drain, I'm wondering if the minister

would not meet with these people and have

a discussion with them? I know they've re-

quested such a meeting with the minister.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, to my
knowledge, the union representative for that

group of women did request a meeting earlier

on. I have not heard of a request for a meet-

ing recently with them. It is my purpose and

my aim to meet with every group which re-

quests a meeting and I will most certainly

attempt to do so.

RENFREW NURSING HOME
Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I have an

answer to a question put to me earlier last

week by the member for Wentworth regard-

ing the Groves Park Lodge Nursing Home in

Renfrew.

Prior to July 1, 1977, Groves Park Lodge
Nursing Home in Renfrew was owned and

operated by MechVPark Lodges Incorporated.
On July 1 of this year the nursing home was

sold to Mr. and Mrs. William Viveen.

On July 1, 1977, the new owners distri-

buted employment application forms to 39 of

the staff members who were terminated on

June 30. A total of 18 original staff members
were not re-employed. Since July 1, 1977,

the new owners have hired 13 new employees
who were not previously employed at this

facility.

Nursing inspectors have investigated the

situation five times thus far, and report that

the needs of the residents are being met with

very little disruption due to the union activi-

ties outside. Groves Park Lodge is a 754>ed

facility and during the past week a few resi-

dents have gone out on weekend or day

passes. It is reported by our nursing inspec-
tors that the home is operating at its maxi-
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mum capacity. There has not been an exodus

of residents.

The staffing pattern has been examined and

found to be in compliance with the regula-
tions under The Nursing Homes Act, 1972.

On Monday, July 4, 1977, the staffing sched-

ule was noted as follows:

Morning shift; One registered nurse on

seven days, plus one registered nurse on

three days. Monday to Friday, seven and a

half non-registered aids—I should explain that

"half' means people working half-days over

the busiest period. Saturday, six and a half

non-registered aides; Sunday, six non-regis-
tered aides.

Afternoon shift: One registered nursing as-

sistant, plus four non-registered aides, plus
one non-registered aide for five hours.

Night shift: One registered nursing assist-

ant plus three non-registered aides.

In addition to the above nursing staff there

are two cooks, two housekeeping staff and
one laundry attendant.

All of the required services are being pro-
vided on a continuing basis with no evidence

of any deterioration in the normal services

such as nursing care, housekeeping, dietary
services or general maintenance.

In addition to this information, my staff

reported to me on the classification of staff

that were: (a) Rehired under the new man-

agement; (b) those staff whose services were

terminated; and (c) new staff. If I may, I'll

take them in that order.

Staff rehired as of July 1, 1977. One regis-

tered nurse, director of nursing; two regis-

tered nurses; three registered nursing assist-

ants; 10 health care aides; one orderly, who
has since resigned; one cook; three kitchen

workers; two laundry workers; one mainte-
nance man.

Staff terminated and not rehired: Ten
health care aides; one registered nursing as-

sistant; three housekeeping staff; one secre-

tary.

There are four persons on holiday and the

inspector was unable to determine whether

they would be returning to work. These in-

clude one activity director and one health

care aide. One staff member is on maternity
leave and it is expected that she will be re-

turning to work at the end of July 1977. She
is a registered nurse.

New staff hired were 10 health care aides,

two housekeeping staff and one orderly.

[2:30]

In light of the foregoing, Mr. Speaker, the
Ottawa regional supervisor is monitoring the

staffing pattern very closely and is in daily
contact with the home. While the home is

operating smoothly and the residents are re-

ceiving the required nursing care, our Ottawa

supervisor has identified a potential nursing

problem. Apparently none of the 10 newly-
hired health care aides have previous experi-

ence of working in a health care facility. The
administrators, Mr. and Mrs. Viveen, dis-

cussed the situation with our supervisor and
have agreed to hire additional registered staff

immediately and to limit the number of non-

experienced nursing staff in the staffing

schedule.

1 have a second answer, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: We'll get the answer to the

other question the next time around. The
member for Wentworth has a supplementary.

Mr. Deans: Can the minister indicate the

reason the 18 people were not re-employed?
Did it have anything to do with the fact

that, as a group, they had recently been
certified to bargain collectively and that they
had been involved in that process?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Not that I'm aware,

Mr. Speaker. That would be between the

employer and the employees.

'Mr. Cassidy: That's your answer every
time.

Interjections.

Mr. Deans: A supplementary question-

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Deans: Is it normal practice, when a

nursing home is sold, for the previous owner
to fire everyone on the eve of the takeover

and to then allow the new owner to rehire

or not, at will without any consideration for

the people involved?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I know, Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Mackenzie: You close them and hire a

new service.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Perhaps the member
would let me finish.

Mr. Deans: 1 didn't say a word.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No, the fellow behind

you.
It is not, to the best of my knowledge,

normal practice, but it is a matter which
comes under the authority of my colleague,

the Minister of Labour.

Mr. Mackenzie: Make sure you are going
to say something.

Mr. Deans: Maybe the minister's colleague

would like to say something about it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. One final sup-

plementary on this from the member for

Renfrew North.

(Mr. Conway: I'm wondering whether or

not the minister's staff have been able to
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inform him as to why this unit, which had
been opened less than a year ago, had to be
resold under such controversial circumstances

and whether or not this has had any bearing
on the quality of care? Grove Park Manor

was, I believe, opened late last year and
is now being sold under very controversial

circumstances.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't know how the

hon. member defines controversial circum-

stances.

Mr. Conway: There was an article in the

press which said it was a total mess. If the

minister would read it, he might learn some-

thing.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The home was sold,

the transfer of the licence was carried out
and we're satisfied the residents are being
properly cared for. I indicated the one area

where we have made a suggestion which the

administrators have agreed to adhere to,

namely to limit the allocation of inexperi-
enced staff in their scheduling and to hire

more experienced staff for the home. I don't

think that makes it a controversial circum-
stance. Nursing homes are being bought and
sold all the time in the province.

Ms. Gigantes: A supplementary, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: That was the final supple-
mentary.

LAKE ST. CLAIR

Mr. Ruston: I have a question of the Min-
ister of Natural Resources. Is the minister

aware of the plight of boat owners on Lake
St. Clair who have having difficulty getting
in and out of the channels due to the low
water and sandbars? Does he intend to take

any action to assist in having these dredged
out, or does he intend to co-operate with the

federal government as he did a few years
ago when they did it together?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, just as the

member got to the location somebody
sneezed.

Mr. Ruston: The mouths of the rivers lead-

ing to Lake St. Clair.

Hon. F. S. Miller: The rivers in general?

Mr. Ruston: Yes, the mouths of the rivers

in Lake St. Clair.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, I'm not aware of it,

Mr. Speaker. I'll be glad to look into it.

Mr. Peterson: Why can't you raise the

water?

LOTTERY GRANTS
Ms. Bryden: I have a question of the

Minister of Health. Is the minister aware that

the past president of the Canadian Multiple
Sclerosis Society has recently stated the

society may have to borrow to maintain its

planned research program this year because
federal and provincial lotteries are siphoning
off funds formerly going to activities of this

society and other charities? Is he also aware

that, to date, the society has received nothing
from the Provincial Lottery funds, which are

earmarked for health research, even though
that lottery has been in operation for almost

a year and the minister issued his guidelines
four months ago on how the money was to

be allocated—

An hon. member: She steals all my stuff.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Ms. Bryden: —and the lottery continues to

advertise the money being spent.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member doesn't

really need to explain it. I think the question
has been asked.

Ms. Bryden: Will the minister tell us what
is causing the holdup on allocation of these

health research funds, and whether the

Multiple Sclerosis Society is being con-

sidered?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The final part of the

question was answered last week by my col-

league, the Minister of Culture and Recrea-

tion (Mr. Welch).
As regards the second part, I met two

weeks ago with the delegation from the

Multiple Sclerosis Society, headed by Mr.

Misener and Mr. White. I indicated they

should, in fact, put forward for consideration,

specific proposals along with other founda-

tions in the province.
If the member is assuming that the $15

million which has been allocated for health

research could be allocated all at once, then

she is forgetting, of course, that we are de-

pending on the cash flow, the sales and the

profits of the Provincial Lottery. Already, $3.5

million has been allocated for research con-

struction in the Ottawa area, so that a good

part of our initial allocation has—

Mr. Warner: Health research lucky draw,

that's terrific.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Does the member want

to answer this question?

Mr. Warner: I would be glad to. You can't.

Mr. Cassidy: The minister is very testy

today; insecure.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I want to give the facts

to the House, not fantasy.

Interjections.
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Hon. Mr. Timbrell: As regards the guide-

lines that were—

Mr. Martel: He is surly today; had a rough
weekend?

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. minister please

ignore the interjections and just answer the

question?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Gladly, Mr. Speaker,

gladly.

An hon. member: Ask if they would stop

making them.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The guidelines, the

member is quite correct, were issued on

March 4 and submissions are coming in now
from the various foundations. I indicated at

the time that all of the submissions will be

subjected to what is known as peer group
evaluation as to the potential of the various

submissions, and I expect decisions to go
out this fall.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: With regard

to the cash flow argument, I would ask if

the entire $3 million that has already been

allocated to one society has been paid out?

It seems to me that it's probably paid in

instalments and I fail to understand why it

should take so long to evaluate these allot-

ments that societies have to borrow—

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Does the hon.

member have a question?

Ms. Bryden: I would like to ask why the

society should have to borrow when the

money is probably there, and why it takes

so long to process the applications?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, first of

all, $2 million has been paid out and that's

been paid out to the Cancer Foundation. That
was presented to them on March 4.

As regards the evaluation, the Provincial

Lottery funds—and I have emphasized this

repeatedly, first at the meeting on March 4
and then during meetings with the various

elements of the research community—should
not be viewed as the panacea. It is $15
million; it is going to be spread among
capital for buildings such as in Ottawa; for

equipment; for chairs in each of the five

health science centres; for research by the
district health councils; for research by the

statutory and other foundations. The reason
it is taking a while is that we had to allow
sufficient time first of all for submissions to
be made and then, over the summer and into

September, we will allow sufficient time for
the peer group evaluations to be made of
those applications, and for the advice to be
given as to which ones merit consideration
for part of that $15 million.

I emphasize again, that is not the panacea;
I have emphasized repeatedly with the various

foundations that they should not in any way
let up in their efforts to raise funds publicly,

and wherever possible that they should con-

tinue to introduce innovations to attract pub-
lic attention to continue to meet their needs.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Minister of Health

may give the answer to the other question
which had been asked previously.

FIRE SAFETY IN NURSING HOMES
Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I have

an answer to a further question, raised by the

member for Wentworth on July 5, with

regard to the type of mattresses used in

nursing homes and other health care facilities.

At the present time there is nothing in The

Nursing Homes Act covering the type of

material from which mattresses and pillows

may be made, and therefore a variety of

materials are in common use in the nursing

homes in this province. The mattresses in

general use have a spring core and are usually

covered by material known as Staphchek,
which is a material made of polyvinyl

chloride. This cover is waterproof and treated

with a flame retardant. Staphchek is manu-

factured and tested in the United States

and I am advised that it exceeds all existing

United States specifications. There are no

waterproof tickings made in Canada.

I am further advised that most institutions

within the last five years have switched to

bedding covered by this material, which is

mainly manufactured and tested in the state

of California. The usual tests involve apply-

ing a lighted cigarette to the material and
sometimes a lighted match also. According to

the National Research Council in Ottawa, at

the present time there are no standards for

testing the flammability of bedding in Canada.

Their products safety branch is working on

this matter and is currently trying to estab-

lish suitable standards.

The theoretical hazard of nursing homes
related to bedding may be defined in terms

of residents safety in their bedrooms. Exist-

ing legislation requires nursing home opera-
tors to adhere to the following provision. I

quote from Ontario Regulation 196/72 as

amended, section 39(v): "They must develop
policies and rules to govern tobacco smoking,
including a rule that, except at such times as

supervision is provided, a resident shall not
smoke tobacco in bed."

In addition to the foregoing, the entire

aspect of general and fire safety in nursing
homes is presently being studied as an

integral part of a detailed review of the exist-
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ing Nursing Homes Act and its regulations.

The project co-ordinator has been requested
to explore this issue in depth with the

fire marshal's office in an attempt to evaluate

the effectiveness of the existing provisions.

It should also be noted that the product

safety branch of the National Research

Council of Canada is attempting to establish

suitable standards regarding such problems.

JOB CREATION
Mr. Bolan: My question is for the Premier.

In view of the fact that the rate of un-

employment in northeastern Ontario is an

appalling 12 per cent, what proposals, if any,
does the government have for job creation

in that area?

Mr. Cassidy: None.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Our proposals for job
creation are well known, I am sure, to the

members opposite. While we have a particu-
lar interest in northeastern Ontario, we also

have a particular interest in northwestern

Ontario as well. It is not confined to north-

eastern Ontario; we are very concerned about
eastern Ontario; we are concerned about
western Ontario-

Mr. Nixon: Southwestern and the urban
areas.

Mr. Cassidy: It is a joke.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —and we are concerned
about central Ontario. I would have to say
that because of the policies initiated by this

government, the very sound financial ap-

proach we are taking to the management of

the affairs of this province-

Mr. Cassidy: You trivialize a very serious

question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —while we have a much
higher unemployment rate than we would
like, it is better than most comparable juris-
dictions. We think with this same rational

approach that we are taking we are dealing
with the issue as effectively as possible.

Mr. Warner: Same old nonsense.

Mr. Bolan: Supplementary: Does the Pre-
mier accept the principle recently enunciated

by the Treasurer of Ontario (Mr. McKeough)
that an unemployment rate of 5.3 per cent
in this province is considered full employ-
ment and is therefore acceptable?

Mr. Roy: You are touchy on that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I really didn't think we
were at an all candidates' meeting here this

afternoon, but if the hon. member wants me
to reply, if he's got half an hour, I would
be delighted to do so.

Mr. Cassidy: You are grandstanding.

Hon. Mr. Davis: May I start off my brief

submission to the new member for Nipissing
by saying that my recollection—and it is

only a recollection—is that the Treasurer

never said that figure, whatever it is, was

acceptable.

Mr. Nixon: That is your defence.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My recollection was and
is that there was a paper presented along
with the budget. We've been through this

several times.

The Leader of the Opposition (Mr. S.

Smith) is whispering to his colleague. "I

didn't ask the question." I am only en-

deavouring to help his colleague as much as

I can.

My recollection is that there was a budget
paper-

Mrs. Campbell: That's where you are

wrong.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the member for St.

George wants to raise this issue, I will be

delighted to debate it with her too; and
any other issue.

Mr. Conway: The Premier didn't hear
Merle Dickerson's campaign speeches.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's what I say, I didn't

think we were at an all candidates' meeting.
I thought we hashed this out in June.

Mr. Conway: Merle was much better than
this.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, I am sure. In Deep
River-

Mr. Speaker: Will the Premier please con-
tinue with the answer.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, Mr. Speaker; they
are interjecting.

Mr. Speaker: That is right, I noticed.

Hon. Mr. Davis: There was a budget paper
where some people were putting forward
the suggestion that, because of the great

changes taking place in our society today,
one should use as sort of a guidepost a
five point something figure.

Mr. Nixon: Mackenzie King the Second.

Hon. Mr. Davis: My best recollection, too,

is that the leader of the New Democratic

Party nationally has used a three point some-

thing figure, or four, I don't know what the

figure is. All I have said, and what the

Treasurer said, and I will repeat it here

again, and it is again—

Mr. Kerrio: Is he running this place?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Pardon, do you want to

ask a supplementary? Mr. Speaker, I can't

concentrate on my answer if they are going
to continue to interject.
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What we have said is simply that we don't

accept any principle where any person-
male or female—who wants to work cannot

find a job. Our policies are directed to seeing
that for everybody who wishes to find a

job in this province, to the best of our ability,

we will see that a job is available.

Mr. Breithaupt: Even in Kitchener?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Even in Kitchener.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Is this a sup-

plementary?

Mr. Wildman: Supplementary: Can the

Premier indicate if he has anything specific

to suggest for northeastern Ontario and the

various areas in northeastern Ontario which
are suffering unemployment rates much
higher than 12 per cent, such as along the

north shore where it's about 20 per cent.

What specifically does he have to offer?

Mr. Breaugh: Nothing.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, we are

always prepared to entertain any construc-

tive idea.

Mr. Wildman: Build the Granary Lake
Road.

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Davis: Pardon; I didn't hear that.

Along with the member's leader, I certainly
don't believe that nationalization of the re-

source industry is a constructive solution to

the problem. I don't think that's going to

solve anything for us.

My, I was glad to see that reformation

take place on Channel 9 that night.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: So Mr. Speaker, we're

concerned about the north shore-

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: You could build a road

through—
Hon. Mr. Davis: We're concerned about

all areas of the province. As I said to the

newly-elected member for Nipissing, we will

continue to pursue those policies that will

enable us to provide fuller employment over
a period of time.

Mr. Davidson: The Premier doesn't have a

policy to pursue.

PRAXIS INQUIRY
Mr. Lawlor: A question to the Attorney

General about the Praxis break-in situation:

On or about July 6 he ordered an OPP in-

vestigation in Ontario on this matter; the

following day, Francis Fox, Solicitor General
of Canada, reversed himself and ordered a

royal commission. Is the Attorney General

continuing his present investigations, or what
are his relationships with that new royal
commission?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I forget the precise

date, but some days prior to the announce-
ment by the federal Solicitor General of the

federal inquiry, I received a letter from Mr.
Fox by special courier indicating that certain

individuals might have information in rela-

tion to the Praxis break-in.

I immediately delivered a copy of the

letter to the chairman of the Ontario Police

Commission, Mr. Elmer Bell, and requested
a report. Mr. Bell subsequently announced
the inquiry that is actually being carried on

by the Ontario Police Commission with the

assistance of the OPP. As far as I know that

inquiry is continuing; I know of no direct

relationship or association between those con-

ducting that inquiry and those—whoever they
are—who have been given the responsibility

with respect to the federal inquiry.

Mr. Lawlor: Supplementary: Does the At-

torney General agree that they appear to be

somewhat related?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I have no idea, Mr.

Speaker, at this time.

CCAS DISPUTE

Mrs. Campbell: My question is for the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

Interjections.

Mr. Reid: Surprise, surprise.

Mrs. Campbell: You know, I have a series

of questions. I wish we could have time to

go over all of them, particularly having
heard the Premier talk about the govern-
ment's employment policies. I do hope he will

be making the statement that he promised
about the jobs the government has created.

But with reference to the continuing strike

at the Catholic Children's Aid Society, has

the minister considered taking steps to ap-

point a children's committee, in view of the

seriousness of this matter; or in the alterna-

tive, invoking section 18 of The Child Wel-

fare Act, which would allow the minister

to replace the existing board of directors with

a temporary board in order to resolve this

strike?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I would like to assure

the hon. member that I have taken steps to

be fully advised of the alternatives that are

available to me as minister should the situa-

tion merit such action, either in the near

future or the distant future, depending upon
how long the current situation continues.
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I am advised by my staff, who are monitor-

ing the situation as closely as possible, that

the welfare of the children is not at this

point in jeopardy. Should there be any indi-

cation of a threat to the welfare of the chil-

dren, I can assure the member that I would
be prepared to consider prompt action under

those circumstances.

In the meantime, I think that I must be

very cautious so as not to unnecessarily inter-

vene, other than for the welfare of the chil-

dren, into what is from my point of view a

dispute between management and employees.
If I do appear to be proceeding cautiously,

it's so as not to interfere with that process at

this point in time. But I can assure the House
that if the member or anyone else has in-

formation that indicates the welfare of the

children may be in jeopardy, I would welcome
that information and review it immediately.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary, Mr.

Speaker: Would the information coming to

the minister as to the welfare of these chil-

dren come from the same sources who assured

him of the ongoing welfare of the children

vis-a-vis Metro and the decisions involving
residential care?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, if the hon.

member is referring to the staff of the minis-

try, the staff of the ministry has not changed
substantially in that period of time. I must

say that I have confidence in their advice.

Mrs. Campbell: That's the problem.

Mr. McClellan: By way of supplementary
to the same minister, given that the absence
of 85 child-care and other profesisonal staff,

by virtue of the strike, inevitably threatens

the welfare of children, will the minister not

at least appeal to the executive director to

agree to voluntary arbitration? Will he not at

least make that appeal personally to him, as

I have?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I don't wish
to get into a discussion of the circumstances

that prevail at the present time; I'm sure the

hon. member knows there is even disagree-
ment as to the number of persons who may
be on strike at the present time. I think what
the hon. member is inviting me to consider

doing would be an interference by a minister

who does not have jurisdiction to interfere

in an area of a labour dispute.

CUPE BARGAINING

Mr. Kerrio: I have a question of the Minis-

ter of Labour. Is the minister aware of the

fact that in regional Niagara, CUPE was on
strike with the region, and at the same time

striking the city of Niagara Falls and at the

same time taking a strike vote in Fort Erie?

In view of the fact that we're now talking

province-wide bargaining for many trades, is

there any consideration being given to reason-

able area bargaining with CUPE employees?
Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, under

the broad terms of The Labour Relations Act
in this province I would think that voluntary
movement in that direction could be achieved

by both the employers and the unions if they
wished to go that way. Certainly the bill we
have reintroduced in this session, and which
will come up for second reading, is an experi-
ment in that kind of program. We believe

province-wide bargaining is appropriate in

certain specific instances and that may be one
of the instances, I don't know.

At least, I think the concept of bargaining
on a regional basis for those areas in which

regional government is in effect might be a

much more rational approach than bargain-

ing on a one-by-one basis with the munic-

ipalities and suffering the same kind of whip-
sawing that one sees in other industries as a

result of small bargaining units and a munic-

ipality thereof.

Mr. Kerrio: Would I then take the minis-

ter's answer in content to be that she would
wait for some initiative from unions or the

region rather than some initiative from the

ministry itself—such as the minister's involve-

ment earlier on?

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, I don't think the

member can construe that from my remarks,

Mr. Speaker. I did say that indeed it could

be at the initiative of both the unions and
the employers, however.

CAMP BISON

Mr. Martel: I have a question of the

Acting Minister of Government Services: Has
an agreement been reached between the fed-

eral authorities and his ministry concerning
the purchase of Camp Bison by the feds as

a maximum security prison?

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, I am afraid

I am not aware, but I will find out and let

the hon. member know.

Mr. Martel: A supplementary then, while

the minister is looking it up: If it's true in

fact this agreement has been reached, would

the minister find out why the province is

delaying finalizing that agreement until a

survey of the property can be completed?

Hon. Mr. Auld: I can guess at the answer

to that one: You need a survey to give a

deed.

Mr. Martel: As another supplementary

question: Because the government has had

three years to do that, doesn't the minister
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think it is high time we get on with the

business of resolving it rather than losing

the money we're losing there now?

NURSES' DISPUTE

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Premier: Would the Premier care to

elucidate in this House as to what, if any,

positive outcome there was to his meeting
with the nurses from the Renfrew County
Board of Health last week?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, while visit-

ing in that very delightful part of the prov-
ince-

Mr. Roy: When? During the election?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, as a matter of fact.

Mr. Roy: Isn't it nice? You build up—
Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am of course de-

lighted—

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Premier will an-

swer the question. Thank you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that at least part of
Renfrew county exercises great wisdom, as is

evident by the parliamentary assistant-

Mr. S. Smith: If that is the best evidence
you have you are in trouble.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If I were Leader of the

Opposition I wouldn't look too far to the
left or the right or behind for evidence. But
anyway—

Mr. O'Neil: That wasn't very nice, Bill.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, it was really said

facetiously, as were his observations about
the hon. member.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. Premier please
answer the question.

Mr. Wildman: Everything you say is

facetious.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Where did I leave off?

Mr. Roy: You didn't begin.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I was asked by three
of the public health nurses in Petawawa
during the course of the campaign if I might
discuss the issue with them. They came to

my office, along with two representatives of
the nurses' association in company with the
Minister of Health (Mr. Timbrell) and the
Minister of Labour (B. Stephenson). As a
result of those discussions, the Minister of
Labour and the Minister of Health plan to
convene a meeting, as I understand it with
the association of health boards. When that

meeting is held, perhaps we will be in a

position to have something further to say.
But that was, I would suggest, the most

direct result of that particular meeting in

my office last Thursday or Friday.
Mr. Conway: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:

As a result of the Premier's May 26 meet-

ing in Petawawa, as I understand from a
letter written to him on June 13, he prom-
ised the nurses in question that from his

point of view after June 9 he would be in a
better position to offer something substantial

and specific in terms of the resolution of this

very serious public dispute in Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: They thought you would be
in opposition.

Mr. Conway: Is there at this point, now
fully a month after June 9, anything specific
and substantial, as promised by the Premier
to the nurses, who are similarly disturbed by
this controversy?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, in fairness
to the three ladies who were present in my
office—and I don't usually discuss what goes
on in my office—I think I made it clear to

them, and I think they understood, that I

was referring very directly to the Renfrew
county situation.

There was some suggestion that the govern-
ment had a province-wide solution. I think

they understood that they perhaps misunder-
stood what I had been saying to them earlier,
in the midst of a rather large group of people
at this meeting, that I did say to them on
that particular date that I couldn't meet with
them before June 9; that my timetable was

relatively full. I had explained there were
other matters to be dealt with and that after

June 9 I would be delighted to meet with
them. I honoured that commitment, as I say,
I think it was last Thursday afternoon, and
as a result of that meeting I have already in-

formed the hon. member what the next step
is.

ENTERO-VIOFORM PRESCRIPTION

Mr. Foulds: If a may, Mr. Speaker, I

have a question of the Minister of Health.
Can the Minister of Health advise us what
steps he has taken and what power he has to

ensure that the drug sold under the brand
name Entero-Vioform is sold by prescription

only? There is increasing scientific evidence
that that drug can cause some brain damage
and blindness and it has been sold over the

counter as an antidiarrheal drug.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'm not familiar with
that particular drug, Mr. Speaker, so I'll have
to take that as notice and look into it.

NUCLEAR PLANT SECURITY

Mr. Bradley: A question of the Minister of

Energy: In light of the report that three
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members of the Greenpeace organization were

allegedly able to easily trespass on Ontario

Hydro property at the Bruce nuclear generat-

ing station and elude security personnel for

a considerable period of time, is the minister

satisfied with security at the Bruce station

and other nuclear plants? If not, is he pre-

pared to review security procedures at all

nuclear generating stations in the province?

Mr. S. Smith: Great question.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, as a matter

of fact, we encourage visitors.

An hon. member: At four o'clock in the

morning by canoe?

Interjections.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: May I add, preferably
not by canoe, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Dav's: What have you got against

canoeing?

Mr. Speaker: Now, for the answer.

Interjections.

[3:00]

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I'm not particularly dis-

turbed. There was some dramatization of that.

I think we had a few environmental streakers

who were interested in a little publicity, but

really there was no breach of security. If

they'd like to visit the plant like the thous-

ands of visitors who do, then we'd be de-

lighted to show them through.

Mr. Wildman: What if they had been

carrying machine guns?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The building that

houses the reactor is sufficiently strong to

withstand the impact of a 747, so 1 don't

think we're going to be too concerned about
three canoeists who happen to visit the

grounds of the Bruce nuclear station.

Mr. Kerrio: I'm glad you are not the
defence minister.

Mr. Cassidy: Did you try crashing a 747

against it?

Interjections.

Mr. Reed: Supplementary: Is the minister

satisfied that people cannot have access to

areas where they could either endanger them-
selves or ultimately endanger others, with this

apparent laxity in security in these nuclear

plants?

Interjections.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Again, I don't accept
the question of a laxness of security. There's

really not much difference, in that situation,
between a conventional plant or a nuclear-
fuelled plant in terms of the exterior. It's

when you get within the confinement of the

building that the added security is present.
It's much more secure and safe, I'm sure,

than the conventional type of generating
plant or a transformer site.

RENFREW NURSING HOME
Ms. Gigantes: I have a question for the

Minister of Health. I would like to know if

the ministry had foreknowledge, when it

granted the transfer of the nursing home
licence for Grove Park Lodge, that all its

staff would be dismissed?

Hon. 'Mr. Timbrell: Not that I'm aware of,

Mr. Speaker.

Ms. Gigantes: Supplementary: I'd like to

know why it's considered adequate that a

transfer should take place when what the

minister describes as the identification of a

possible nursing care problem has arisen di-

rectly from the fact that there didn't seem
to be foreknowledge? Why should that be
considered adequate in the province of

Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The point is that prior
to transfer, a considerable number of meet-

ings are held with the new or proposed
owners to apprise them of the regulations.

During the initial stages a number of visits

are made to ensure that they are not only
aware of the requirements of the Act and

regulations but that they are being followed.

In this case, which involved the changing
of a number of staff, our supervisors of nurs-

ing indicated that the inexperienced people
should be spread among the shifts and not

concentrated on any one shift.

So our concern is for the level of care.

Certainly we did not, to the best of my
knowledge, have any prior knowledge that

the new owners proposed to do this. It is

certainly not a normal practice.

Ms. Gigantes: Supplementary: I'd like to

ask the minister to state clearly to the House
that the regulations involving a transfer of

nursing home licence will be changed so the

ministry finds out, beforehand, whether all

the staff is going to be fired immediately on
transfer.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I think

the hon. member is being a little bit-

Mr. Reid: Ridiculous.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Well, what's a

synonym?
Mr. Swart: He's concerned about people.

<Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-

ister will just complete the answer.
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Hon. Mr. Timbrell: We are naturally con-

cerned. Our first concern is for the care of

the patients.

Mr. Deans: That needs staff.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't think it would
be wise, to do as I think the member is

suggesting, to require a new purchaser to

take everyone, lock, stock and barrel, so the

new owners wouldn't have any choice at all

as to who would be a problem.
What if we were to get an answer, "No,

that wasn't the intention. It happened after-

wards." We would still be as much involved

in making sure that if everyone did leave-

Ms. Gigantes: After the fact.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: By the way, not every-
one did leave, let's make that clear. The
member is trying to paint a picture that

everyone was dismissed. Everybody wasn't

dismissed.

Ms. Gigantes: That was the information.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No, not everyone did

leave.

Mr. Deans: Eighteen were fired.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

Mr. Roy: My God, you make some stupid
decisions sometimes.

Mr. Speaker: The clock is five minutes after

the hour.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I think the

hon. member should take back that remark.

Mr. Roy: No. You allowed three supple-
mentaries and then you cut me off.

Some hon. members: Oh, sit down
Mr. Speaker: I have to abide by the clock.

An hon. member: Rules are rules.

Mr. Speaker: Petitions.

Presenting reports.

Motions.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

ONTARIO WASTE DISPOSAL AND
RECLAMATION COMMISSION ACT
Mr. B. Newman moved first reading of

Bill 58, An Act to establish the Ontario
Waste Disposal and Reclamation Commission.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of the bill is to establish an Ontario Waste
Disposal and Reclamation Commission to have
the authority in matters concerning disposal,
reclamation and recycling of liquid, solid and
gaseous wastes, with particular reference to

the possible development of energy from these

sources.

Mr. Conway: The Tory ad campaign.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

SUCCESSOR RIGHTS
(CROWN TRANSFERS) ACT

Hon. Mr. Auld moved second reading of

Bill 4, An Act to provide for Successor Rights
on the Transfer of an Undertaking to or from
the Crown.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, we have no objec-
tion to the bill. We feel it is of great useful-

ness and utility that these arrangements can
be made now by law so that the successor

rights in the transferences of contracts are

going to be established in a way that is go-

ing to be effective, we believe, and no doubt
on the basis of both parties, with sufficient

assistance by the two boards concerned so

that there will be an objective approach to

any problems that might arise.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, we are in

agreement with the bill but we would like to

have some discussion on at least one of the

points in the particular bill before we pro-
ceed with it to final reading.

In section 6(1), the bill says: "Notwith-

standing any other provision of this Act, (a) a

trade union or council of trade unions shall

not exercise representation rights or act as

bargaining agent in respect of employees em-

ployed in an undertaking transferred from an

employer to the Crown unless the trade union
or council of trade unions qualifies as an em-

ployee organization under The Crown Em-
ployees Collective Bargaining Act ..."
When one checks The Crown Employees

Collective Bargaining Act, section (h), it very

clearly states: "Employee organizations mean
an organization of employees formed for the

purpose of regulating relations between the

employer and employees under the Act."

We think the bill itself is a good one.

There is a long-overdue need for successor

rights in this field, as there is in the whole
area of the trade union movement, not just

with unions that may be involved in the pub-
lic or the governmental field. But this bill

does not seem to be reciprocal. It means that

coming in from an outside group to The
Crown Employees Collective Bargaining Act,
a union could be put in a position where it

has to recertify.
I say that because there is at least one ex-

ample on record, and that was the effort to

organize the Workmen's Compensation Board

employees back in 1974. CUPE at that time

was denied certification based strictly on that

section, that the unit was not an organization
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set up to represent employees under The
Crown Employees Collective Bargaining Act.

They had to go through a second effort at

organ zation, a second re-signing, and set up
a specific local to take care to qualify under

The Crown Employees Collective Bargaining
Act.

It's a concern of at least some people in

the field, the various unions that may be in-

volved in these fields, Mr. Speaker, that it's

not really a reciprocal bill, which it should

be. It doesn't seem to work both ways and

I think there should be chance for the parties

who are interested to have some input in

this particular point.

We'd like to see it broader. We'd like to

see some of the restrictions, including political

activity, removed. But even without those

the bill itself is a good one. It establishes a

principle that has to be established, but I

think we have to answer the question of

whether it works one way only and whether

or not it is reciprocal, and there are serious

reservations on the part of some of the unions

as to whether or not it is a reciprocal bill.

We would like to discuss that matter with

the minister.

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, very briefly,

my own position is that it is a reciprocal bill

because the same provisions apply. Somebody
who is going out will be under The Labour
Relations Act, anybody who is coming in

would be under The Crown Employees'
Collective Bargaining Act; but in view of the

agreement in principle by both the other

parties I'm prepared to send this to com-
mittee of the whole House and we will deal

with it when the House resumes. At that

time we can discuss these matters. Perhaps
in the interim we may be able to solve some
of these questions.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

LABOUR RELATIONS AMENDMENT ACT
Hon. B. Stephenson moved second reading

of Bill 22, An Act to amend The Labour Re-
lations Act.

Mr. O'Neil: Mr. Speaker, I thank you very
much for a chance to say a few words con-

cerning this bill, a bill to give us province-
wide, single-trade bargaining in the commer-
cial and industrial sector of the construction

industry. It is a bill that will have a great
effect on the labour scene in the province
and a bill which we hope will clear up
some of the labour-management relations in

the provincial construction industry. It is

hoped that its enactment will result in the
reduction of bargaining situations from ap-

proximately 250 to approximately 25 as a

result of the requirement that bargaining
within that sector be conducted on a single-

trade, province-wide basis.

We will be supporting the principle of the

bill but I must say that the enactment of it

by this government is long overdue. First

introduced as Bill 176 and then as Bill 14,

the delays encountered because the ministry
has not taken a strong initiative in seeing
it passed have proved disappointing to all

parties.

I would like to point out to the Legislature
that some time ago very pertinent statements

were made concerning this legislation by the

previous member for Sarnia, Mr. Jim Bull-

brook, as far back as 1968 and again during
discussions on the bill in 1976. At that time,

Mr. Bullbrook called for the principle of this

type of province-wide, single-trade bargaining,
because he recognized at that time that the

leap-frogging and whipsawing that was going
on was leading us down the path toward
inflation. This has, indeed, proved true. It

is indeed unfortunate that governments did

not recognize this at that time.

I might say it is because of the represen-

tations made by Mr. Bullbrook, along with

other politicians and those far-sighted people
connected with the contractors' associations

and the trade union movement, that the bill

is finally coming to light.

Last week, our caucus met with Mr. Tom
Armstrong, the Deputy Minister of Labour,
Mr. Franks of the Franks commission, some
members of the contractors' association and

some leaders of the trade unions for further

clarification on the bill. This meeting proved
very informative and we thank those people
for their comments and suggestions, and the

minister for having Mr. Armstrong speak to

us.

Since approximately 70 per cent of the

agreements in the construction industry ex-

pired last April, and large segments of the

industry are working without contracts and

most of the renewals have been for only a

one-year period expiring in April, 1978, we
are sympathetic with those who have talked,

written and wired us stating the bill should

be passed in time so that parties concerned

have time to make adequate preparations

for 1978 negotiations.

I must say, though, that we have some
concerns. We feel that the bill should go to

committee so that persons wishing to have

further input will have a chance to do so.

We hope that committee meetings can be

completed early this fall, before we reconvene

in October, giving an opportunity for speedy
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passage at that time so that these preparations
for 1978 negotiations can be commenced and

completed.
Some of the things that we feel should be

dealt with in committee are the concern of

the smaller union locals who are worried that

their autonomy may vanish and the big unions

may control all; the examination of how
similar legislation has worked in other prov-
inces; and the careful examination of an

employer co-ordinating agency, and if a need
is found for some sort of co-ordinating agency
the extent to which governments should be
involved in regulating the details of the

agency's power and so on—should it be left

only to the Lieutenant Governor in Council
or left more to the responsibility of employer
groups?
The committee should also be concerned

with the effect of the legislation on Canadian

autonomy. Also, the committee could deal

with some thoughts on the selection of

negotiating teams, ratification of agreements,

processing of grievances locally, discrimina-

tion against those who are members or wish
to join Canadian unions in order to make sure

that it does not affect the welcomed trend to-

ward the greater Canadian autonomy within

international unions. We are also disappointed
that no new initiatives are incorporated in

the bill to assist in resolving disputes on a

continuing basis.

It is hoped that with public input on these

and other matters, this bill will be passed—a
bill that we can all be proud of.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, I am going to be

very brief on the bill, simply because it is go-

ing to receive what I hope will be an

adequate public airing over the course of the

summer months. By the time we get back
here in the fall it will have been changed sub-

stantially; or failing that, at least the people
in the construction industry who have ex-

pressed grave reservations about the implica-
tions of the Act and the effect of the Act on
the way they normally conduct their business,
will have made themselves heard by the

ministry so that appropriate changes can be
made and their fears allayed by what is told

to them during the course of events.

I want to tell the House that since the first

introduction of the bill there have been a
number of occasions when I have discussed
the import of this legislation with people in

the construction industry, both on manage-
ment side and on the trade union side, and
I have gathered from this experience a great
deal of deeply-felt concern about how that
bill will affect them.

I find it very difficult, during discussions
of that kind, to be able to explain adequately

what the ministry might have had in mind
when it was putting the bill forward, although
I say to the minister, without any hesitation,
that the thought of providing a vehicle for

province-wide bargaining in certain areas is

one which we have long toyed with and felt

would probably serve a useful purpose. I

think that the fears of some of the individuals

may well be fears brought about by a lack

of knowledge.
In some cases, they are going to be legiti-

mate. They are going to be legitimate to the

extent that they will detrimentally affect the

individual people involved, and it may well

be that one overall agreement may not ade-

quately serve all people in a single trade,

regardless of where they happen to be in

the province of Ontario at any given time. I

think that has been the concern brought for-

ward most frequently, that conditions change
dramatically. The needs in various parts of

the province change somewhat from region
to region and the collective bargaining
process is intended, and over the years has
taken those things into account.

With that in mind, of course, it is necessary
to insure that opportunities to pay recog-
nition to and take appropriate action to

alleviate hardships that occur, region by
region, should be maintained in one form or

another. That doesn't mean there can't be
one overall contract governing those matters
which have universal application.

Frankly, I felt that time was needed.
When we were looking at the legislation
earlier this year, one of my fears was that

we were attempting to push it forward much
too vigorously, much too quickly, and that

there wasn't going to be a sufficient time span
for the working out of the detail that was
so necessary if it were going to be accepted.
The one important part about this legisla-

tion, and the thing I am most concerned

about, is that the legislation should gain

acceptance. It won't work otherwise. There
has to be a general and broad acceptance
not only by the leadership of the trade

unions and the leadership of industry, but
there has to be a fairly broad acceptance by
the rank and file at the level of both the

smaller contractors who are affected by the

industrial relations that go on at the larger

level, and the rank and file in the trade

un'ons who somehow feel they are not biing

represented adequately in terms of the ex-

pression of their concerns.

So I think that if this summer affords the

process that will enable those people to be-

come sufficiently familiar with the legisla-

tion; if the minister is open-minded enough
f

> accep': the recommendations that will come
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forward, that do speak to the individual con-
cerns region by region, of many people that

are legitimate; if the minister recognizes that

it won't be possible in the province of On-
tario to move into an overall province-wide
collective bargaining procedure that will

quickly bring about single contracts govern-
ing a particular trade, that there will 'be a

transitional period—and that transitional per-
iod will vary from trade to trade, in some
instances, because of the great disparities

between existing contracts; if she is prepared
to recognize those things and allow for an

adequate period of time for the transition

to be made, helping along the way in what-
ever way we can to ease that transition—to

make it possible to bring about, in the final

analysis, a master contract that will affect

the overall working conditions, and allowing
for subsidiary contracts wherever they are

required to pay particular heed to special

problems—this process will ultimately work
itself through and will be beneficial.

If, on the other hand, the ministry were
to be bull-headed and to insist on more rigid
contractual arrangements, then I suspect it

would cause nothing but chaos throughout
the industry, and we would be faced week
after week with confrontation, both in the
work place and here. I don't think that any
of us who are in the business of politics, as

I am and the minister is, would want that

to be the end result of anything that we did.

I am particularly concerned. I think the
bill as it now stands does not have the kind
of universal acceptance that the minister's

aides and advisers may have led her to be-
lieve it has. I believe there is substantial and
justifiable concern out in the community, in

the work place, on both sides. I believe that
that concern will only be taken care of—will
only be allayed, I suppose—if we are able to

give an adequate period for consultation both

now, as we go towards third reading through
the committee process, and beyond, as the
bill finally becomes the Act and the Act

finally takes application over the people in

the field.

I want to say to the minister that if we
were required to vote on this bill and to

make it a law, we would not be able to

support it in its present form. But we also

say to her in all fairness, that since she has
been reasonable in making sure there will

be adequate opportunity all summer and
into the fall to have the bill heard throughout
the province, and that people who are con-
cerned will be able to travel reasonable dis-

tances and express their concerns, since that

has happened we will reserve judgement, on
thit basis, on the final bill, which we think

will likely be considerably different from the
bill we have before us; we hope it will be

considerably different from the bill that we
have before us.

At that point, on third reading, we may
want to have further comment then on what
may normally have been considered a debate
on principle. Since, as I say, I suspect the

principle will have changed at least to some
degree between now and third reading—I

think it will—if it has, then I think on third

reading we may have some more comment
to make. If the bill even at that point doesn't

meet with what we judge to be in the best
interests—and this is obviously a personal
decision, a decision depending on from which
side of the fence one views things—if the

bill came forward in a condition that we
didn't feel met the objectives that I men-
tioned to the minister, we would not be able

to support it at that time.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I just want to

make a few brief comments on the bill. I

think it's important that a contribution of

one individual who is no longer here be put
on the record. That is a contribution of the

former member for Sarnia, Mr. Bullbrook,

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It was put on the record
and that is the contribution-

Mr. Roy: Yes, I'm putting it on. Don't
start annoying me because I'll compare his

contribution to the minister's and then he'll

be in trouble.

Hon. Mr. Welch: If you had been here

you would have heard the member for

Quinte (Mr. O'Neil) put it on the record.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Albert, stop being
so snarky.

Mr. Roy: It's my day. Monday is always
that sort of a day.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague has put on
the record that we are supporting the bill

and has made a number of comments appre-

ciating the fact that the bill will be studied

during the interim period, but I think I

should emphasize and put on the record the

contributions made to this House in relation

to this legislation by the former member for

Sarnia, Mr. Bullbrook.

I can recall discussing at length with him

and many of us who were in the caucus at

that time joined in, the difficulties when
the province-wide bargaining did not exist.

He used to emphasize, and he has done so

for a number of years, the difficulty that

created. Of course we saw radical examples
of it during the inflation years of 1973, 1974,

1975—during that period when there was
what was commonly called 'leap-frogging."
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This was when a particular area would hold

out for a particular amount of money and
then other areas would take that as a base

rate and proceed from that.

I can recall the former member for Sarnia

commenting about the type of legislation

that was necessary to avoid that sort of thing.
He said it just was not logical that bar-

gaining proced in that fashion

Having talked as often as he did in the

House about this situation, and having
brought forward certain suggestions how
leap-frogging could be avoided, I think this

bill in some measure is a reflection of some
of the ideas he brought forward. I'm not

saying the ministry doesn't deserve some of
the credit for it, but I think that certainly
he made a contribution in that direction. I

would hope that if this works out, as we're
all hopeful it will in the long term, if the
member for Sarnia had made no other con-
tribution that would be a substantial contri-

bution to the welfare of the province. I

think that type of contribution on a bill

such as this should be underlined and he
should be congratulated and given full marks
for, over a number of years, having brought
forward this type of idea.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Speaker, I too want
to say I support the principle of this bill.

There are a number of changes that should
be made in the bill, but I have felt for a

long time that larger bargaining units or
areas would be effective and would resolve
some of our disputes. There are those who
might argue it concentrates your strength as
well. I don't really think that would be the
case. I think there are enough counter argu-
ments in terms of being able to settle for an
industry or trade and that you can make a
good point for larger collective bargaining
units and areas. I think that in itself makes a
lot of sense.

But one of the things we have to be care-
ful of in this bill as well is that when we're
legislating legislation like this the intent is

to resolve some of the disputes that exist,
and in particular some of the problems that
have existed in the construction field. I think
if we can reduce some of the conflict there,
it's going to be of benefit not only in the
construction industry but to labour gen-
erally.

There's been some spillover through dis-

putes in the construction field for a long
time in the trade union movement, and I
think for that reason the bill makes a lot of

sense; but it also makes a lot of sense that
the bill be one that does accomplish that.
If we start out with a bill that further

splits the trade union movement right off

the bat, or the construction unions, we're

going to be in trouble; we're going to have
a fight for X number of days, months, or

the first two or three contracts, until they
find out just how the thing's working. There
are always disputes along the way.

[3:30]

It sems to me one or two reservations are

held, not only by the group within the con-
struction field that oppose this bill generally,
but some of those who have taken a re-

sponsible look at the necessity of making
some changes and who agree with the bill.

However, one or two of the areas that all

of them agree with is that it seems to be a
little bit difficult to understand how we
would legislate CLARA, or the construction

association, but not legislate a certification

that prevents double-breasted unionism; or

a contractor being able to just set up an-
other dummy company or non-union com-
pany and operate in other parts of the prov-
ince and not be covered by a province-wide
collective agreement that may be negotiated.

There are some reservations in the bill

and some changes that should be looked at.

Probably most of all those people who are

directly involved should have a chance to sit

down at public hearings and voice their

arguments; and those that carry some weight
may convince the ministry, I would hope, to

make some changes. I don't think they would
be major changes in the bill. If they can't

convince the ministry of that then that is

another matter.

I do think the idea of sending it out to

committee is an excellent one, and thus

sending it out for hearings in the province. I

don't think it will hold the bill up that long.
I think it can be done relatively quickly. We
have to make an effort to understand the

differences of opinion that do exist in the

construction union field before we legislate
what we think is the answer to some of the

problems. In my own opinion, I want the

bill, or the bill hopefully with a few changes,
to go through, but we would be crazy if we
don't first see if we can resolve some of the

fears that are held out there, and fairly

strongly held, by some of the groups in the
construction field.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am very pleased to

find there is general acceptance of this legis-

lation, which I might say is constructive

legislation. It is important to realize that

much of the discussion of the principle of

the bill was carried en last December. At
that time I acknowledged, with some profuse
words as a matter of fact, the contribution
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which had been made by the former hon.

member for Sarnia to the development of

this legislation.

I would have to say, as well, that the

consultative process has been well and truly

used in the development of this specific piece
of legislation. It is as a result of the concerns

expressed within this House and within the

industry that the Franks commission was

appointed. The Franks commission held hear-

ings throughout the entire province consult-

ing this specific segment, the commercial,
institutional and industrial sector of the con-

struction industry.

In addition to that kind of consultation,
there was major consultation with repre-
sentatives of both employers and employees
in the many segments of the construction

industry in the development of the draft

legislation itself. So it has withstood already
a good deal of the consultative process.
To be subjected to it once more is not a

destructive thing. I think it will be a very
worthwhile process, if it does nothing more
than to allay some of the groundless fears

which are being expressed out in the com-
munity by some of the groups to which this

bill will apply.

I should say that it is not like the legis-

lation in other provinces. There are major
differences. Therefore, I do not foresee the

kind of floundering which has occurred in a

couple of other jurisdictions. It should—and
I would agree—support the concept of in-

creased Canadian autonomy; I think it does
that. There have been some facts expressed
that for certain of the unions the direction

in province-wide bargaining would come
from Washington. I don't believe we can
afford to let that happen.
We have to make sure this bill is sufficient-

ly strong to ensure that that happens as

rarely as possible.

I think there does have to be some flexi-

bility within this kind of legislation, and I

really felt it was built into the legislation.

The legislation is not written at this point
so rigidly that modifications are not possible
within the understanding of the regional
differences which occur within the province
of Ontario. I think the process of sending it

to committee, which I most heartily support,
will give time for examination of detail

because, as the hon. members across the

floor have said, this kind of legislation will

only work if it does have general and fairly

widespread acceptance.
I believe that that acceptance will be there

and I believe the hearings which must be
held in order to allow the input of both

union groups and employer groups through-
out the province will provide us with the

opportunity to inform all of those individuals
about the error of their concerns, or to make
minor modifications which may in fact help
this bill.

I believe very strongly that this bill is

absolutely essential if we are to begin to
make real progress in labour relations in this

specific segment of a very important sector
of the industry of this province. I believe if

indeed we can provide the leadership in this
area that many other segments will indeed
follow, perhaps voluntarily, and that we will

begin to attack the kinds of problems which
have led us in the past, I am afraid, down
the garden path towards inflation and in-

creasing disharmony in labour relations and
labour-management relations which has done
no one any good.

I believe 'this bill is to the benefit of all it

affects
directly and to the ultimate benefit of

many other segments within the industrial
sector of our economy. I am very pleased to
know that both parties are going to approve
it in principle.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing committee on re-
sources development.

CHILDREN'S SERVICES ACT
Hon. Mr. Norton moved second reading of

Bill 23, An Act to provide for the Transfer
of Services relating to Children.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I rise to ad-
dress myself to this bill and I regret to say
that to me it is a mean little bill.

Having in mind the fact that we have had
reports over years on the need to address
ourselves to the matter of residential services
for children, it is tragic to me that the govern-
ment has only been able to move itself

through the mechanics of transferring services
to one ministry, and that it has not before us
at this late date either an expressed phi-
losophy or indeed1 an omnibus bill that would
give to those of us with concern, some feel-

ing that the ministry is in fact addressing
itself to some guidelines covering both pro-
grams and care for children in our com-
munities.

That, as seems so often to happen with
this government, is something that will come
along down the road, How far down the road,
one can't possibly know, except that from

experience one knows that it may or may not
be within the life of this Parliament.

The minister's statement of Thursday—and
I say it was somewhat, to me, a black Thurs-

day—regarding the progress of the reorgani-

zation, was certainly in the light of the his-
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tory of this chaos, at best disappointing and
at worst indicative of the total chaos which
seems still to continue.

When at last an operating or line ministry
undertook to make changes that obviously
could not be made by the secretariat, which

totally failed in its function in this area, I

had hoped there would be some direction

that would be not too quick to allow for

proper consideration, but where we would
not see the new deputy in this area spending
his time prancing around the country rather

than looking to the problem in depth as it

exists. If he had been going around the

country looking at the various residential serv-

ices it might have been better, but instead it

would seem that he was simply going around
to meet with the municipal people and to

try to assure the staff of their continuing
function.

When we come to the organization which
was provided to us by way of a chart, that

reorganization speaks volumes. It would ap-

pear that the same people are running the

show, with few exceptions—the same people
who had so adroitly covered the Browndale
situation and the true state of the group
home situation in Ontario. For example, the

unlicensed homes, the fire and safety prob-
lems. If you will remember, Mr. Speaker,

nobody apparently knows how many of the

numerous unlicensed homes are operating con-

trary to fire, health and safety regulations.

It is encouraging to see that the minister

has chosen someone as able as His Honour

Judge Thomson to bring this matter into

focus. But I wonder what good! it is to bring
in someone like Judge Thomson, like Claude

Chamberlain and other very able people,

putting them at the top of the organizational
chart without a total rationalization of the

structure underneath. It does seem that the

same set of empires continues to exist, albeit

under one roof.

Having discussed the organization, I sup-

pose we now see the reasons why the time-

table would suggest that basic reforms are

very far off indeed. I suppose it is charac-

teristic of this government, as I said earlier,

to get the mechanics sorted out and then if,

perchance, some element of philosophy creeps

in. it may do so in some subterranean fashion,

and it will be a long time before we address

ourselves to the total concern for children.

I think specifically of the references made

by the minister to the children's committees.

It is clear that the minister at this point has

no idea of the composition of such com-
mittees. Perhaps we can expect that he will

be prepared to accept Mr. Robarts' sugges-
tion, at least for Metropolitan Toronto, al-

though honestly I would be saddened if we
don't have something closer to the children
than what is suggested in that report. How-
ever, the ability to delegate is present.

Certainly it would seem there is a battle

shaping up over this question—not only be-
tween municipal officials and service pro-
viders, but within the government itself.

When, for instance, under this legislation,
will we see any rationalization of the wide
range in per diems which we have frequently
attacked and which the interministry report
identifies as a serious issue? When, for

instance, will we be permitted to have
answers to the questions which have been
on the order paper for so long? I suppose
when someone feels that it is important to

address oneself to something other than
mechanics.

[3:45]

What is more, on the per diem issue, it is

a major waste of money, and that is public

money, without apparent advantage to chil-

dren. Because when I use the word "waste"
I do not for one moment resent any money
that is spent to assist our young people, par-

ticularly those who are very troubled. When
I say "waste", it is because the minister and
no one else seem to have come to grips with

the responsibility of government to look at

the question of accountability—each and every

day this government continues to allow the

unsupported and unjustified flow of public

money to continue without accountability,
this government will stand condemned, having
made no basic reform in this field at all. In

this mean little bill there is still nothing.

On this issue of accountability, it shocks

us to see so little recognition by the govern-

ment of the need for immediate account-

ability both in program and financial terms.

There would appear to be some tacit accept-

ance that children's committees will wring

accountability from all the various service

providers one way or another. But the minis-

ter seemed to indicate that initially at least

—and we don't know in this government how

long initially is—they will be looking again

at mechanics and again at budgets.

I wonder when we will have the right to

know what is going on in these various resi-

dential services, when we will have the right

to have questions answered? Does the minister

expect that once this bill passes—and of course

we have to support it because it's the only

way that we know to get the government
to move another step—does the minister

feel he must wait five years down the road

before he can answer the question of ac-

countability on these services? It's been some
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years now since we've been asking the ques-

tions, and there has been no accountability

by the government.
I recognize the fact that this is not deemed

to be a major piece of legislation and one
would certainly understand that it is not. I

have expressed my concerns because I find

so often that when I'm prepared to say

okay, go ahead, get the thing in motion,
for the second stage it's "hope deferred

maketh the heart sick."

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased
to rise and join in this debate on the children's

services bill. We do so with more than a
certain amount of anxiety and apprehension, I

want to tell you. We intend to support this

bill on second reading, but we do so very
reluctantly; and we are reluctant because we
know this ministry so well.

The issue that we should probably address
ourselves to in this debate is the competence
of the Ministry of Community and Social
Services to assume the new and enormous
responsibilities which are vested in it by
virtue of this bill.

It's not the first time the Ministry of Com-
munity and Social Services has made prom-
ises of major reforms in the social service
area. It's not too long ago that this House
approved The Developmental Services Act,
which was said to be a major step in the
transformation of not only services but the
whole way that we, as a society, look after
the mentally retarded. That was only three

years ago, and here we are today once again
being asked to trust the Ministry of Com-
munity and Social Services with an even more
awesome and enormous set of responsibilities.

I want to say, in my remarks to this bill,

that we need to learn from die lessons of
what happened with The Developmental
Services Act and the so-called reforms that
were promised by the same ministry in 1974.
We are not going to tolerate the same history
of failure and incompetence with respect to

children's services that has characterized the

government's so-called reforms with respect
to mental retardation.

I want to spend a few minutes, by way of

illustration, to set out before you, Mr. Speak-
er, what in fact happened to those so-called
reforms implemented so unsuccessfully by the

Ministry of Community and Social Services,
because they bear on the issue of the compe-
tence of this ministry to do what is assigned
it by the present bill. That's why I want to

raise it; it goes to the very heart of the mat-
ter. The very issue that we're debating is

whether or not this ministry has the compe-
tence and the capacity to assume its new
responsibilities.

If you will remember, Mr. Speaker, the

original impetus for reforms of mental retar-

dation came from the Williston report of

1971. Mr. Williston set out a series of ideals

which were then adopted by government as

policy. If I may just summarize diem: "So-

ciety must provide each mentally retarded

person with such assistance, protection, oppor-

tunity and shelter as will enable him to take
his place as a contributing mmeber of the

community and assure him a decent stand-
ard of living so that he can walk through life

with dignity. That stated idea became the
basis of the ministry's normalization program.

Off I may, Mr. Speaker, by way of reinforce-

ment of that idea, Mr. Williston promised to

set forward as a goal, a series of programs
making available to the mentally retarded,

patterns and conditions of every-day life that

are as close as possible to the norms and pat-
terns of the mainstream of society. It was in

1971 that that goal was stated. That goal was

adopted as a major policy of reform to be im-

plemented by this same ministry—the Min-

istry of Community and Social Services—in
1973. Now, after four years—

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of order.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Your point of order?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I don't wish, in any way,
to attempt to curtail the debate on this matter
but it strikes me that it stretches one's imagi-
nation to see how this particular tack directs

itself to the matter of the principle of his bill.

Mr. McClellan: Speaking to the point of

order, Mr. Speaker, I stated what the princi-

ple of the bill is, which is the assignment of

new responsibilities to the Ministry of Com-
mun'ty and Social Services. It is my conten-

tion that it is absolutely germane to the ques-
tion to establish the competence of this min-

istry to assume its new responsibilities. I in-

tend to illustrate my concerns with respect to

its competence by looking at the last major
reform that this ministry assumed as recently
as 1974. I don't want to dwell at extraordi-

nary length on it, but the point is utterly
essential.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I appreciate your
comments on the point of order. I do recall

that When you began your remarks I was on
the verge of asking if you would keep your
remarks within the principle of the bill. I

would ask you to do so.

Mr. McClellan: I would like a ruling from

you, Mr. Speaker, with respect to whether

you agree that it is legitimate for me to ad-
dress myself to the principle of this bill by the

route of discussing the competence of this

ministry to assume its new responsibilities, in

the light of its recent history.
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Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would like to sug-

gest to the member that there could be some

appropriateness to your comments. However,
I don't feel that you should spend any great

length of time on the competence of the

ministry. You should refer directly to the

principle.

Mr. McClellan: Again, I feel that that is the

principle. Respecting your ruling, and even

respecting the concerns of the minister, let

me attempt to conclude that section of my
remarks very quickly.

Seven years after the Williston report and
three years after The Development Services

Act was implemented, we are still as far

away from any kind of a meaningful program
that would bring about normal community
living for the mentally retarded as we were
in 1971. This ministry simply has failed,

almost completely, to undertake those respon-
sibilities assigned to it.

I can refer you, Mr. Speaker, to a study
that was done by the Children's Aid Society
of Metropolitan Toronto in February 1977,
which states categorically that the kinds of

non-institutional services and facilities prom-
ised under those reforms have not been

brought in. The ministry failed, almost com-

pletely, to achieve the goals that it had set

out for itself in that series of reforms. We
are justified in being apprehensive and pro-

foundly nervous with respect to whether or

not the ministry will succeed with these re-

forms on the basis of that monumental failure

in the field of mental retardation.

With those remarks I will leave that sub-

ject, but I assure the minister, through you,
Mr. Speaker, that I will pick these up again
at his estimates debates in the fall and we
will go in, chapter and verse, to the failure of

the mental retardation program to achieve the

goal of normal community living for the men-
tally retarded.

It's good to remember, for the purposes of

this discussion, why it is that we are at this

stage today. We are here in response to the

report of the interministry committee on resi-

dential services, which gave one of the most

scathing indictment of government policy and
program that it is conceivable to write. These
indictments were written, not by outside ob-

servers, but by the government's own senior

administrators and officials across a number of

ministries—some six ministries. The interminis-

try report, having been suppressed since April,

1975, until December 16 of last year, gave
an utter, damning indictment of this govern-
ment's social development policy and of its

social development programs.
It did not touch simply on children's serv-

ices. It detailed critiques of virtually the

entire range of social service programs in this

province.
To refresh your memory, Mr. Speaker, the

interministry report documented in detail how
the elderly in this province are victims of

"wasteful competition," institutional games-
manship, jockeying for clients. It describes

the complete absence of standards with re-

spect to senior citizens' care and incompatible

ministry service philosophies. It describes how
the elderly are pressured into institutions be-

cause of the lack of non-institutional alterna-

tives.

[4:00]

It dealt in part of its subject matter with
the services for children and youth; and that

is the piece of that indictment that we are

dealing with today in a very preliminary kind
of way. Services for children and youth are

described as—I am quoting—"a deeper maze
of philosophies, funding varieties, staffing

patterns, standards in supervision." They go
on to tell how the placement of troubled kids

in any of 10 separate bureaucratic systems is

"purely a matter of chance." Needs have no

place in the process of placing kids in this

province at all.

As the member for St. George stated very
aptly, we are dealing with what is a very
mean little bill. It is a mean little bill indeed
in terms of the enormity of the problems
within the social service field.

The problems do not rest simply with

services to children and youth, as the report
of the interministry committee has clearly de-

tailed. The shambles in social development
policy in this province goes right across the

board, from income maintenance to services

to the elderly to services to the mentally re-

tarded, and including services to families and

young children. The government has before

us a very small piece of the essential and
needed reforms in social service policy.

We see this as a kind of an organizational

clearing of the throat that is necessary before

the real work of restructuring services to

families and kids in this province can take

place. As such we are prepared to support it,

understanding clearly that this is seen as an

essential Act that probably should have taken

place years and years ago, and does not begin
to deal with the guts of the matter. We have
stated on many occasions that we are in

favour of a policy of devolution—that it makes
sense to us to try to put coherence of services

back together at the local level.

We are in support of the general thrust

of the minister's overall reform package, but

we lament enormously that everything except-

ing this little bill that is before us today is
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vague and ephemeral and still largely in-

coherent.

The minister has given us a timetable for

the implementation of the essential-

Mrs. Campbell: Don't hold your breath.

Mr. McClellan: The member for St. George
asked how long it might be before the Act,

which we will pass today, gets translated

into some concrete reorganization of services

at the local community level—which is what
it is all about—once this preliminary clearing

of the throat has taken place.

The minister tabled in the House an im-

plementation plan. I can't rerember the date;

it was only about a week and a half ago. It

seems to me that buried among the bureau-

cratic gobbledygook and "plannerese" that

characterized that largely incomprehensible

document, I must say—and I am a planner

quite familiar with "plannerese"—

Hon. Mr. Norton: I found it quite com-

prehensible. It might say something about

the reader.

Mr. McClellan: —that the implementation
timetable for the local children's services

committees is, in my view after reading that

largely incomprehensible document, 1982. I

come to that conclusion by looking at the

implementation plan on the third page of the

minister's tabled statement. He describes how
he intends to proceed with the children's

services reforms.

It is good to remember that when the

minister first announced his policy statement
in April, he indicated that the local children's

services committees would be in place by
early 1978. That target was quickly aban-
doned in a flurry of hedging and backtracking
and has resurfaced now in the implementa-
tion plan as the target date for the first

pilot project April 1, 1978.

Unfortunately, these local children's com-
munity services committees, wherever they
will be, will not be in full operation until

1981, according to the minister's own time-
table. They will not assume complete and
full responsibility until 1981 and that is

clearly stated in the implementation plan.
And the clinker is, as far as I can tell

from reading the material, no other com-
mittees will be established in the rest of the

province. That is to say, the network of local

children's services committees will not be
implemented in other parts of the province,
aside from the pilot project areas, until the
one or two pilot programs have matured
fully, which is 1981.

So we are talking then about an implemen-
tation timetable which takes us until 1982
before the machinery is even in place which

will begin to address itself to the shambles
and chaos and scandal that is revealed in

the interministry report. That is simply un-

acceptable, Mr. Speaker.
We can accept that the ministry wishes

to engage in a consultative process, that the

ministry does not wish to impose arbitrarily

a predetermined scheme or model upon the

province. And we can accept that in a

province as large and as varied as Ontario

it makes sense that there be a number of

models; that no single model is going to

work equally in Metropolitan Toronto and
in Thunder Bay and in Belleville; that there

is obviously a need for flexibility in the kinds

of structures that are adopted.
But we cannot accept that it should take

five years—six years if you include 1977;

eight years if you trace it back to the

original publishing of the interministry report
on residential services—to develop and im-

plement child welfare reform. We are going
to be stuck with the present state of chaos
for an intolerably long period of time.

I think it is fair to say that ever since

the tabling of the interministry report in

1976, the situation has deteriorated in the

child welfare field. The Holland decision,

which both myself and the member for St.

George have spoken to repeatedly, in ques-

tioning, in the estimates debates and outside

this House, has destabilized what was an

already chaotic situation. The one element

of that whole shambles which operated with

a measure of coherence and served to pro-
vide a measure of co-ordination and direc-

tion—the court—has been stripped of its

capacity to fill that role by the Holland

decision and by the subsequent failure of

the government to fill that vacuum in any
sensible and coherent way. The situation is

substantially worse as we stand here today
than it was four or five months ago when it

was described as a state of complete chaos.

Words fail, Mr. Speaker. One cannot

simply describe adequately the degree of

shambles in child welfare services as they
were. We stand here today and say with

complete validity that they are now worse

and the government is offering us an imple-

mentation timetable which brings us to 1982

before we can hope to see a resolution of

this shambles. Not to say anything about the

other areas of disaster within the social

development policy field—the services to the

elderly, services to the mentally retarded,

day care, income maintenance. Name the

program and one is describing an area of

catastrophe, administratively and philoso-
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phically. One approaches a bill like this

simply with a measure of rage and despair.

We have some specific concerns with re-

spect to some details of the transfer. If you
read the report of the interministry com-

mittee, Mr. Speaker, you will find, and per-

haps be puzzled at the inordinate amount of

print that is taken up with the funding quag-
mire, with the set of incompatible and non-

sensical discrepancies in ways and means of

funding various social service programs
according to which ministry happens to be

running them. There is no sense; no rhyme
nor reason.

There is an appendix H in the inter-

ministerial report which sets out in all its

lurid nonsense the variety of funding in-

consistencies in government programs with

respect to all categories of people. The funda-

mental incompatibility that the report
addressed itself to and was not able to re-

solve was the incompatibility between pro-

grams funded on the welfare principle—all

of the programs within the Ministry of Com-
munity and Social Services, for example—and
those services funded on the insurance prin-

ciple, on the basis of universal funding and
universal access—virtually all of the programs
currently under the jurisdiction of the Minis-

try of Health.

There is no doubt at all in my mind that

those programs currently under the juris-

diction of the Ministry of Health, regardless
of whatever shortcomings they may have, are

infinitely better than the programs that have
been operating under the jurisdiction of the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

The most enormous problems in the child

welfare field reside at present within the

Ministry of Community and Social Services.

It is accurate to say the question of funding
is not irrelevant to the question of effective-

ness and capacity of services to meet their

stated goals.

We would be incredibly upset if the trans-

fer of social services and children's services

from the Ministry of Health to the Ministry
of Community and Social Services had the

effect of introducing the welfare principle
into services that are currently funded and
made available on an insurance principle. By
way of illustration, homes for the retarded; at

present children are effectively barred from

availing themselves of homes for the retarded
because of the 20 per cent fee that parents
are required to pay. That has simply resulted
in a complete vacuum in adequate non-
institutional residential services for kids.

One can trace that kind of thing out right
across the board, from the elderly to what-
ever group at risk one wishes to choose.

When the government operates its programs
on the basis of welfarism—which means
selectivity based on income testing, and ulti-

mately on the basis of a concept of services

as being a matter of charity rather than as a

matter of legal rights—one gets into, of neces-

sity, the installation of a whole series of

barriers to effective use and barriers to effec-

tive service delivery. When one insists that

municipalities have to assume—

Hon. Mr. Norton: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker, once again without wishing in any
way to restrict the scope of the debate, it

strikes me that there is, first of all, nothing
in this bill that addresses itself to the ques-
tion of the method of funding. Secondly, there

is nothing in this bill at this time that would
any way change the method of funding of

any of the programs that are referred to in

the bill. Therefore, I question whether or not

the speaker is dealing with the matter of the

principle of the bill.

[4:15]

Mr. McClellan: On the point of order, this

is a very multiple bill. One of the things, for

example, that it does is transfer the adminis-
tration of The Children's Mental Health
Centres Act from the Ministry of Health to

the Ministry of Community and Social Serv-

ices.

I am trying simply to raise the concern we
have. Perhaps I have overdone it. I want to

make the point that at present The Children's

Mentral Health Centres Act as administered

by the Ministry of Health is operated on an
insurance principle. I want to make sure that

when the transfer takes place to Community
and Social Services that this does not mean
there will be a change from the insurance

principle to a welfare principle without that

matter coming explicitly before this House.

Maybe I've dwelt on that excessively and in

the course of my illustrative remarks have

managed to goad the minister into pique.
That was not my intent. My intent was

simply to oudine the concern.

Mr. Renwick: Of course you were in order

on that occasion as you were on the former
one.

Mr. McClellan: Yes, absolutely. I regret I

have not been able to develop my concerns
with respect to the capacity of this ministry
as fully as I would have liked. As I said, I

will save those remarks then for the esti-

mates of this minister in the fall.

I will conclude by saying, as the member
for St. George said, that we support this

bill largely because we have no other re-

course. We do not support it out of any
enthusiasm.
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Mr. Speaker, if you had understood and
heard the wealth of my scathing denunci-

ation of the competence of this ministry, you
would understand why we have so little

faith in the capacity of the ministry, exclud-

ing the present minister, which I am doing,
and excluding as well his very excellent sen-

ior staff whom he has chosen. These remarks

were not intended in any sense as a personal
attack on the minister who is new to the

ministry and who has come in with a stated

commitment to undertake major reforms.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Thank you.

Mr. Roy: He's wet behind the ears.

Mr. McClellan: Whether he's wet behind
the ears or not, we have to grant him the

courtesy of an opportunity. I hope he under-

stands how massive the task before him is,

how singularly this ministry has failed in

the past to achieve its own stated goals and
how repeatedly this ministry, in the face of

absolute failure to achieve its goals, has al-

tered those goals, has abandoned those goals
and imposed another set of objectives in re-

sponse to failure.

And that history goes back. I've been a

ministry watcher since 1964, since the in-

glorious days of Louis P. Cecile. T have
watched this ministry since those hideous

days of Louis P. Cecile.

Mr. Roy: And there's been no improve-
ment in the ministry.

Mr. McClellan: I would say that the mem-
ber for Ottawa East is correct. There has
not been, until now, a substantial improve-
ment in the capacity of that ministry to meet
human needs. We will hope that things are

going to be different, but there is nothing
in the history of that ministry that would
indicate things will be different.

I used to come down here every year
when Louis P. Cecile was minister so that

I could watch this House vote to reduce
the salaries-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I wonder if the

member could get back to the principle,

please.

Mr. McClellan: I'm just making my con-

cluding remarks, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Norton: You are going further

back into history than I care to respond to.

Mr. Walker: That is prior to your birth.

Mr. McClellan: We will support it reluc-

tantly, not because there is anything in the

history of this ministy that suggests capacity,
but because we feel a constraint to give this

minister an opportunity to achieve his stated

goals, because we have a certain amount of

approval of the senior staff that he has ap-

pointed—more than a certain amount—and
because the structures he has established

make a certain amount of sense.

I would say again, the timetable for im-

plementation is too long. I would like the

minister to understand that we have a pro-
found appreciation that he may take as long
as five years to bring these reforms about.

That is going to be longer than the length of

this Parliament; it is liable to be longer than

the length of this minister's tenure in office,

and the member for Ottawa West (Mr. Baetz)

is scurrying frantically in the back-benches

with his eye on the front.

Mr. Conway: Oh, he will stay there for

for a while.

Mr. McClellan: I would think the minister

should, even out of basic self-protection,
strive to move more quickly.

Finally, we are prepared to support his

bill because we are in a minority situation,

and because both parties on this side of the

House share a determination to make this

program work and to hold the minister and
this government accountable for its objec-
tives. I have more confidence in the ability

of the reforms to take place within a mi-

nority situation than I have at any time in

the past under the succession of bumbling
incompetents who have occupied the current

incumbent's spot. We will take that, I sup-

pose, leap of faith, and promise to the min-

ister through you, Mr. Speaker, to be a

watchdog for the progress of these reforms

with as much vigilance as we can command.

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I share the con-

cerns of my colleague that this administrative

reform is not the complete answer to our

problems in the child welfare field in this

province. I think we should be very careful

that we do not regard it as such and that the

ministry carry on with solving the urgent and

pressing problems and doesn't consider this

an excuse for inaction on them.

The report of the interministry committee

on residential services showed a very shock-

ing situation in residential care in this prov-

ince, and there are urgent needs for reform

in that area in particular. 1 think we have

to clear away the tangle of bureaucracy that

has allowed us to develop such a wide variety

of programs for residential services. I under-

stand there are 23 different programs, all with

different standards, different means of fund-

ing, and different tests as to who qualifies

and so on. This sort of chaos is what we hope
this bill will cure, but we can't wait five

years for the cure of many of the problems
that have been created by this bureaucracy
and this administrative tangle.
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I would just like to suggest a couple of

very key areas where I think the minister

should be moving faster and perhaps looking

to fairly immediate solutions rather than this

long timetable. One is the question of pay-
ment for children who are ordered by courts

into residential care facilities. As we know
since recent court decisions, that area has

been thrown into some confusion and the

municipalities are refusing to carry the bur-

den for children who are in some residential

care homes. I think that question has to be

solved immediately.
Another area that needs some immediate

attention is the wide variety of payments that

are made to different kinds of group homes
undar the different ministries that have been

operating them in the past. There have been
three ministries providing group homes—the
Ministry of Correctional Services, the Min-

istry of Health, and the Ministry of Com-
munity and Social Services, all with very dif-

ferent rates of funding, different standards,
different contractual arrangements.

As a result, a lot of the group homes have
not been able to develop proper staff train-

ing programs because some of them have

been completely inadequately funded. They
have not even been able to comply with the

employment standards legislation with regard
to the hours of work and the conditions for

their employees.
It's really because the various ministries

have not funded them adequately that they
have been unable to provide proper work-

ing conditions and proper wages to enable

the staff to develop a real career in this kind

of work. As a result, the children have prob-

ably suffered, although a lot of dedicated

people have certainly contributed their serv-

ices to these homes at very low wages and
worked very long hours.

That's another area that I think the min-
ister should look at immediately—to rational-

ize those payments and to see that they are

adequate for the kind of services that they're

expected to provide. It seems to me that in

the past, the welfare of the children has

come last and that the bureaucaracy and the

saving of money by the ministry and the

restraint programs have come first. I hope
this bill will turn around the thrust of the

legislation and that the welfare of the chil-

dren will come first.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I will try to keep my
remarks brief, but at the outset I would like

to assure those of faint heart on the other

side who have expressed so many grave
reservations with respect to the "mean little

bill", as it was referred to in the mean little

comments by the hon. member for St. George.

iMrs. Campbell: Mean little comments, my
foot.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I might add, Mr. Speak-

er, that those comments became less notice-

able as her speech proceeded. We are ap-

proaching this amalgamation of children's

services within the province with what I be-

lieve to be, on my own part and on the

part of my staff and this government, courage
and commitment and determination. I wonder
if the hon. member for St. George really

comprehends the magnitude of the task that

v/e have undertaken—

Mrs. Campbell: Yes, yes.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —and I wonder if she

has taken the trouble to look at the experi-

ence in other jurisdictions and realizes that

within the last couple of months or three

months, we have proceeded further than they

have in a period of five years in many other

jurisdictions.

Mrs. Campbell: But you were so slow

starting.

Mr. McClellan: You're so far behind.

Hon. Mr. Norton: It is of some solace, I

suppose, that the hon. members have found

it difficult to be as critical of the present as

they have found it easy to develop a scenario

of the historical perspective. But it is some-

thing I don't choose to respond to, frankly.

I will try to direct myself to the comm:nts

at hand.

The reference to my prancing around the

countryside was, I suspect, based upon—I

can't believe that the hon. member does not

understand that if one is going to consult—

and it wasn't just with municipal officials—

that it does require some travelling about the

province to meet with people and to consult

with them—

Mrs. Campbell: I didn't say "prancing."

Hon. Mr. Norton: -and I think that the

use of the words "prancing around the

countryside" as applied to the particular offi-

cial to whom she directed them, were really

unnecessary. I'm sure she understands what

the purpose of that was and she has seen

some of the results of it in terms of the

report that was submitted with the package
that was referred to her and other members

in the past couple of weeks.

I admit that this is just the first step in th<>

rationalization process. That is all that this

bill is, in itself, intended to accomplish. It

is a first step. I understand the magnitude
of the path that lies ahead of us, but I also

understand that it is essential, if we are to

succeed, that we proceed in a manner which

is going to carry with us and the people who
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are involved in serving children in this prov-

ince, at all levels.

[4:30]

Mrs. Campbell: We should have had it

before the last election.

Hon. Mr. Norton: If the hon. member
had not participated in thrusting us into an

election campaign I might have had more
time to engage in that consultation process

myself.

Mr. Gaunt: I am glad you are smiling
when you say that.

Mr. Conway: The $6 million members are

thumping it up on the back benches.

Hon. Mr. Norton: That was a fateful

Thursday night when the hon. member had
to vote against this government.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Norton: With respect to the ques-
tion of standards, which were raised by the

hon. member for St. George—and she also

made mention of her concern about the fact

that there were so few new people. First

of all may I say that some of the old people
are not as bad as they are painted, I think,

by the hon. member of the opposition.

Mrs. Campbell: Try getting information

from them.

Hon. Mr. Norton: But, in addition to that

I would like to point out specifically in the

area of standards, we have a new person by
the name of Michael Ozerkevich, whose prime
responsibility is and whose experience in other

jurisdictions has been in the work of develop-
ment of standards, for just such services as

we're engaged in delivering.
I want to make it clear that those are areas

in which we share concerns with the hon.

member. I think that if she were prepared
to give just a little more credit for the efforts

that we are making the situation wouldn't
sound quite so bleak as she has attempted
to portray it this afternoon.

Financial accountability is another item
with which we are very concerned, but I'm
sure that she also understands that we
cannot proceed on all fronts at the same
time and be finished as of the end of this

week. It is not an easy task, but it is one
which I assure her we're approaching with
determination. We will see it through to its

subsequent phases.
As to the timing concerns expressed by

the hon. member for Bellwoods, I'm not sure
where he gets his dates in speaking of 1982.

Mr. McClellan: From your own material.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I don't see that date

anywhere in our own material. I do see that

as early as 1978 we will be implementing
projects—or pilot projects, if you wish—across
the province. I did not say anywhere there

would be one or two. We do not know for

sure how many we'll be able to place in

operation as of April 1, 1978.

Subsequent to April, 1979, we will then

proceed with the implementation of others

across the province. There's nothing in there

that I have seen, or that I'm aware of, that

suggested the date of 1982 as the implemen-
tation date for the local committees.

Mr. McClellan: Give us the date then.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Of course, I'll point out
it's folly to get into the act of trying to

predict something even that far down the
line. The target dates that we have, as the

member can see from the information that

was provided to him in the implementation
plan, is that in early 1979 we will be in

the second phase of the development of the

committees that were put in place in April,
1978. Immediately following that, we will

be in a position, hopefully, to proceed with
the implementation on a broader scale.

Mr. McClellan: By 1979?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I would hope that it

would be sometime during 1979. If the

member thinks he is going to pin me down
to a specific date he's not, because it's folly

to even attempt that. But I would hope we
could proceed with that during 1979. I don't

expect they would all be in place during
that year. But to try to do it precipitately,
without giving the models that are being de-

veloped an opportunity to work and to be

subject to careful scrutiny, seems to me to

be very shortsighted. We must be careful as

we proceed, because the services and the sys-

tem of delivery of services that we develop
in consultation with the communities is, un-

doubtedly, going to be a system that we will

have to live with for some time. It will have
a tremendous impact upon the lives of the

children whom we seek to serve. I am sure,

if the members think about it, they would
not try to push us into a situation where we
proceed so quickly that we make unnecessary
errors in the course of the implementation.

'I think the timing that has been developed
and proposed is very realistic. During that

time we also have begun development of the

omnibus legislation. I will be introducing an
amendment in committee to change the name
of this bill because inadvertently the name
that was inserted was the name that we in-

tend to use for the omnibus legislation when
it is introduced.

We realize that that is the place in which
the more detailed and complex questions of
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standards and details with respect to the

services will have to be dealt with. That is

something that requires a greater amount of

time than has this first phase, although I

wouldn't want members to underestimate the

amount of time that has been required to

make the necessary transfers in terms of

budgets and staff. This involves something
like. 3,000 staff transfers. That is no mean
task, even though it may be a mean little bill

—it represents a tremendous amount of work
and competent work on the part of some very
competent staff people.

Mr. McClellan: On a point of order, since

there is some dispute between myself and the

minister with respect to his stated imple-
mentation timetable, I would like to direct

the minister's attention to page eight of his

statement to the House on Thursday, June
30. where he says: "The stage six committees
will not be established until the pilot projects
have assumed full responsibility for service

delivery in their areas," and he very clearly
indicates in the first paragraph that it will

take two years before they begin to review

budgets. The implication is that it will take

a third year before they assume full responsi-

bility. So extrapolating from his own remarks,
I concluded that the pilot projects would not
be in a position to assume full responsibility
until late 1981, which gives us then an im-

plementation timetable for fully effective local

chidren's services committees across the prov-
ince of 1982.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. Just to respond very briefly, if the mem-
ber looks at the implementation plan and the
dates that are set out on that sheet, it indi-

cates that the second stage of the—

Mr. McClellan: Yes, I did. I am not trying
to play games with you.

Hon. Mr. Norton: No, and I don't think
much is to be accomplished by trying to fig-
ure out a date here in an exchange across the
House.

Mr. McClellan: I want to know when it is

going to be in place.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I would like to know
precisely too, but I don't happen to be clair-

voyant. I would suggest that a reasonable ob-
jective is some time during the year 1979
when we will be developing them across the

province. I am not suggesting they will all be
in place in 1979 by any means, and (I think
that subject to any further conversations per-
haps outside the House that the member
would like to have about it, that's all that I
care to devote to that at this point in time. I

am not sure that it accomplishes anything in
the context of this legislation.

I don't think I have much more to add to

this than just to reassert that this is a matter
we are approaching with a strong commit-
men and with a determination to see the mat-
ter through. I am very proud of what the staff

in my ministry have accomplished in a rela-

tively short period of time, so that we can at

least, as of July 1 of this year, say that we
have accomplished the transfer at the provin-
cial level of children's services under a com-
mon ministry. We have therefore opened up
the opportunity to work towards the stand-

ardization of everything from financing to the

development of better province-wide stand-

ards. The question as to whether this is the

most appropriate ministry or not, I leave that

with the hon. members opposite. I am con-
fident that my staff and I are firm in our

commitment to seeing this through.
Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

CHILDREN'S SERVICES ACT
House in committee on Bill 23, An Act to

provide for the Transfer of Services relating
to Children.

On section 1:

Mr. McClellan: Mr. Chairman, I raised our
concerns with the minister during debate on
second reading. I don't want to raise them

again, except to say that we would have an
enormous problem supporting this bill if the

bill involved a change from an insurance prin-

ciple for funding children's mental health

centres to a welfare principle. I would like

an assurance from the minister that before

such a major change in government funding
policy takes place, it will not take place
within the orbit of this bill, but that separate

legislation will be brought before this House
which can be fully debated.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I can certainly assure

the hon. member that nothing is changed by
this bill at the present time. I would not wish
to give him any binding commitment with

respect to what the ultimate rationalisation

of the funding might be, because that

obviously is one of the matters that we are

looking into. I can assure you that as we pro-
ceed toward a rationalisation of the funding,
I would welcome any input that the hon.

members opposite have. But clearly, that is

one of the tasks that we have to approach as

a ministry, because the funding is so disparate
across the various programs at the present
time that cannot continue indefinitely.

Mrs. Campbell: Just on the point of the

financing, we are taking the position that this

will come back to us for discussion. Perhaps
you might allay some of the concerns in this
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caucus if you would undertake to ensure that

before we rise for the summer vacation we
do have answers to some of those questions
of funding that we have been asking for

months. This would then assist us in believ-

ing that we would have some input into the

financing as it is developed by your ministry.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I am not sure that I will

be able to give the hon. member the informa-

tion she requests before the House rises for

the summer. The discussions are still in pro-

gress, and in fact, they are in progress this

week with court officials and with some

municipal officials with respect to that very

question of financing, that she refers to. I

will not be able to give her any further in-

formation until such time as I know what the

outcome of those are going to be.

Mrs. Campbell: As a result of the answer,
do I take it the minister is consulting court

officials with reference to the material for

which we have asked consistently for at least

a year with reference to Browndale?

Hon. Mr. Norton: No, Mr. Chairman. I

wasn't referring to Browndale at all. I thought
that the hon. member was referring to the

question of the placement of children by the

courts and the funding of that particular pro-

gram.

Mrs. Campbell: Then perhaps if the minis-

ter understands the question now, he might
be in a position to give us some assurance

that we will have the answers by tomorrow,
since under our standing orders, if we were
to be sitting here Wednesday—I believe that

even under the misinterpretation of the rules

the minister would have been required to

answer by Wednesday the questions which
have been on the order paper.

[4:45]

It is, Mr. Chairman, because of these dis-

crepancies, because the very same people
who have not been giving us answers over
the years are still involved, presumably, with

developing in some measure the funding for

this ministry, that we have serious concern.
I would hope the minister would understand
that. Those questions should have been
answered months ago and they're only here

again as, in effect, new questions because of

the new session. And if the ministry is still

unable to answer those questions, then I want
some assurance as to how we're going to get

input when you're developing the total ques-
tion of financing of services for your ministry.
I would like an answer, Mr. Chairman.

I understand that the minister was going to

propose an amendment which comes, I be-

lieve, before section 1 of this bill.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Chairman, in re-

sponse to the issue of questions, I presume
that the hon. member is referring to the ques-
tions which on the order paper are directed

to the Ministry of Health. It was my under-

standing that those questions were answered

by the Minister of Health in the information

tabled the other day, or just a matter of a

few days ago. I'll check with you afterwards,
but that was my understanding—that he had
in fact tabled answers to those questions in

the House last week.

Now beyond that I'm not sure what the

thrust of the question is. If there is further

information required, please redirect the

question.

Mrs. Campbell: I suppose not to prolong
it, I would just point out to the minister the

questions were addressed to the Minister of

Health, because the questions related to his

ministry. But in view of the fact that I

assume that all of his staff has been seconded
to this ministry, I don't know who he'd have
left to answer the questions. Neither do I

know who in the new ministry, or in the new
function of this ministry, is capable of

answering them, since they haven't been

capable of answering them in the long
months before.

All I want to know is are we going to get
these answers so that we can then believe

we're going to have some input into the whole

question of financing these services under the

composite ministry?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I will check with the

Minister of Health because I thought that the

answers had been tabled. I wonder if the

hon. member is certain that they have not.

Mrs. Campbell: I am certain they have
not.

Sections 1 and 2 agreed to.

On section 3:

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Hon. Mr. Norton

moves that section 3 of the bill be deleted

and the following substituted therefor: "3.

The short title of this Act is The Children's

Services Transfer Act, 1977."

iMrs. Campbell: Sounds like The Land
Transfer Tax Act.

Motion agreed to.

Section 3 agreed to.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, ths com-

mittee of the whole House reported one bill

with a certain amendment and asked for

leave to sit again.
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THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 23, An Act to provide for the Transfer

of Services relating to Children.

ESSEX COUNTY FRENCH-LANGUAGE
SECONDARY SCHOOL ACT

( continued )

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

motion for second reading of Bill 3, An Act

to require the Essex County Board of Educa-

tion to provide a French-language Secondary
School.

Mr. Speaker: When we rose last in con-

sideration of this bill the member for Carle-

ton-Grenville was about to start his remarks.

He may continue.

Mr. Sterling: Mr. Speaker, may I express

my pleasure at representing the people of

Carleton-Grenville in this Legislature. It is

not without difficulty that I rise to support
this bill—difficulty because of the strong tra-

ditions and feelings of the people of my
riding towards their English culture. One
need only reflect to this past weekend when
I attended the Loyalist Day celebration at the

town of Prescott. The people of my riding
are indeed proud of their English heritage.

Many of them, including myself, are descend-

ants of the United Empire Loyalists who
trekked long distances to the north shore of

the St. Lawrence.

There is also difficulty because of the

insensitive attitude of the federal government
in the implementation of their bilingual pro-

gram. The people have seen and experienced
a waste of human and fiscal resources which
I think was unnecessary. The designation of

far too many positions in the federal civil

service as bilingual have robbed many of my
constituents of their future.

And a new problem has risen since Novem-
ber 15, 1976. The Parti Quebecois is not only

acting through Bill 101, but through regula-
tion enforcement and business transactions

the people of eastern Ontario are being an-

tagonized. There are real problems which we
must deal with in the very near future. I

have pointed out these concerns of my con-
stituents. I think it important that the back

bench, as well as the front bench of this

government indicate our support of this bill.

It is imperative that we in Ontario demon-
strate and show leadership if Canada is to

remain united.

The bill before us goes far beyond provid-
ing bricks and mortar for a French-language
school in Essex county. We are, in fact, en-

gaging two major political realities of our

time, namely the concern felt everywhere
that local issues be determined as much as

possible by local governments, and the ac-

companying concern that the provincial gov-
ernments ensure that the province's consti-

tutional obligations and responsibilities to all

the people are not ignored and impugned by
the local political process.
The bill before us is a stark reminder of

how these two realities may be joined in

stalemated conflict over a question funda-

mental to local sentiment and interest, but

challenging to the validity of a profound pro-
vincial responsibility. At the same time, Mr.

Speaker, one would be hard pressed to find

a more hope-rendering example of how Cana-
dian federalism should and can be made to

work when a provincial government chooses

to recognize the responsibilities entrusted to

it explicitly and implicitly under the terms of

our constitution. One is saddened that this

bill is necessary, but rejoices that a solution

is at hand in our constitution, and by virtue

of the resource and courage of this govern-
ment to ensure that the French-speaking
Canadians of Essex county may have access

to a French secondary school.

The problem of separating the local and

provincial responsibilities has never been easy,

and in today's increasingly homogeneous
society, where there are fewer distinctions

than there were even 20 years ago, the task

has become much more complex. Indeed, if

the issues provoking conflict between local

and provincial jurisdictions were categorized
one would find that in most cases there are

very sound arguments on both sides.

Since becoming involved in the work of

local government in Rideau township, and

particularly since succeeding the Hon. Donald
R. Irvine as member for Carleton-Grenville,

I have come to know and understand the

anxieties and frustration felt by many of my
constituents over the erosion of the local

political process and its gradual loss of au-

tonomy to regional and provincial jurisdic-

tion. There can be no mistake as to the emer-

gence of a new sense of community within all

areas of my constituency.

The operations and responsibilities of multi-

tiered government must more adequately ac-

commodate local autonomy. Certainly, the

jurisdictions of government must take one

another more into account than they have in

the past. The instance of stalemate, to which

this bill is addressed, is but one of these con-

flicts. However, it occupies a category of its

own. We all know that the local authority,

the Essex County Board of Education, has

the power to remedy the plight of French-



JULY 11, 1977 655

speaking citizens in that county. That com-
munity wants to, but is unable to, send its

children to a French-language school. We
know that our provincial government has done

everything within its power to encourage that

board to act. It is obvious, then, that the local

legislative process has exhausted itself without

providing a remedy to these citizens.

In the absence of the local authority to

legislate, there is activated a greater con-

stitutional and jurisdictional responsibility
which the provincial government bears ex-

plieity for education and implicity for the pro-
tection of minorities. Where one process ends
in stalemate, on a question of such entrenched

importance, the safeguard provided for in our
constitution becomes operative at the choice
of the provincial government. If it were not

made operative, Mr. Speaker, we would in-

vite the stain on our body politics as in the

social inequities of the Manitoba school ques-

tion, or as in Bill 101, as it now stands in the

Quebec assembly. That path is the way of

racism, not the civilized tolerance that con-

stitutes the chief patrimony of our history.

This government rejects it out of hand.

Essex county's problems, Mr. Speaker, are

not peculiar to Essex county. My constituency
of Carleton-Granville makes up, in part, the

old historical cultural frontier between Quebec
and Ontario. Our local record on language
rights is not perfect, but our two school

boards, the Carleton and Ottawa boards of

education, have managed to go a substantial

way in improving that record. Their progress
has not been easy and their decisions to imple-
ment more French-language curriculum have
not always been right. But they tried.

The measure of success they have enjoyed
is attributable to their recognizing that lan-

guage is the only means open to a people to

preserve its culture, whether English or

French. If we cherish our English-Canadian
culture and heritage, as we should do, we
will not only know why our language must be

important to us, but we will also understand

why French-speaking Canadians take the same
view of their language. We will appreciate,
too, why Franeo-Ontarians, wherever they
are concentrated in large enough numbers,
should have access to schooling in their

parent tongue, as we have.

We must continue to encourage, on a volun-

tary basis, each cultural group to learn the

other's language. This can be done without

shoving another's language down anyone's

throat, as has been done in the federal civil

service. Of course, the provincial government
cannot legislate attitudes, nor should it try.

But, we are the only constitutional guarantors
of our national responsibilities in the field of

language, education and culture. I am happy,
Mr. Speaker, to speak to this bill and to be

associated with a government ready to exercise

that guarantee.

Mr. Roy: I think this is one of the more

important debates that I have had occasion

to participate in since my first election back

in 1971. I think it's extremely significant

that at the time we in Ontario are debating
a bill such as this, in the federal House
there is a debate going on regarding the

question of national unity, and in the Que-
bec Legislature there is discussion on Bill

1 which has been withdrawn and replaced

by Bill 101. In that House they are discus-

sing entrenching some of the rights of the

majority in that province and, to some meas-

ure, trying to retract some of the rights of

the English-speaking minority in that prov-

ince. We know the concern that that is

causing, not only in the province of Quebec,
but across the country.

[5:00]

So, it's extremely significant that at a

time when one thing is going on in the

province of Quebec, that we in this province,

through this type of legislation—and I intend

to say something about the method that was

used on this legislation—are entrenching, or

at least legislating a principle for a specific

area and assisting a minority in an area

which has been fighting for so long for a

right that's been basically accepted in so

many other areas of this province and across

this country.

I want to say, Mr. Speaker, after listening

to the member for Carleton-Grenville I con-

gratulate that member for the stand that he's

taking in his support of the bill. I'm ex-

tremely pleased. I was extremely pleased,

first of all, that he was able to succeed

in his nominating convention over the

other character who was running against

him. I'll not repeat his name here, but

we know who we're talking about. I think

his winning the nomination certainly was

quite an improvement. I shudder to think

what would have happened if his opponent

in that particular race-I'm talking about

the Conservative nomination now—had been

successful.

Mr. Rotenberg: We are talking about the

other, I thought you were talking about the

election.

Mr. Roy: Well, you come to eastern On-

tario and you'll know what I'm talking about.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to the mem-
ber even now, and I don't want in any way
to denigrate his predecessor, the Hon. Don-
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aid Irvine, and the approach he took in this

House, but I was listening to what the

member had to say. It appears to me that it

takes a considerable amount of courage for

that member to stand in this House and

support this bill knowing that, I suppose,

unanimous consent would be difficult in your
area on this type of legislation. I know the

difficulties that the member has in his riding.

But I think he's showing—and I've talked to

him before privately about this—basically

what we as Canadians must show when we

get into areas of this nature, whether it's

language minorities, religion or other—leader-

ship. That's what's going to be required, Mr.

Speaker, in the years to follow. It's a ques-

tion of leadership.

We cannot allow radicals, Mr. Speaker—
and we have them on both sides—whether

it be in the province of Quebec, whether

we're talking about the separatists or we're

talking about people, to oppose certain basic

rights for certain minority groups. The time

has long passed that we let a minority of

people stall progress or impede what the

majority fervently believes in and what this

country is all about.

I feel that this debate is Ontario's contri-

bution to the national unity debate, and I

can't emphasize again how significant it is

that federally, in Quebec, in Ontario, things
are going on, that are going to have a sig-

nificant impact in the long term on the unity
of this country.

Mr. Speaker, in a non-partisan way, and I

want to approach this debate in as non-

partisan a way as possible, I want to pay
tribute to the people of Windsor-Essex, and

pay tribute to the Franco-Ontarian minority
in that area of the province. Their struggle
has been long, its been difficult and at times

it's been extremely disappointing.
Can the members just imagine, when one

looks at this in an objective context, that

these people were part of the founding
peoples of this country; these people in

Windsor-Essex are not overnight guests,

they're not people who have just come along
and intend to move out when things get

rough or if the country should separate, or

something of this nature. These people were

part of building what this country's about.

And the minister, through some measure in

his speech, has referred to the history of the

Franco-Ontarian community in that area of

the province.
One has to pay tribute to their tenacity,

to the fact that they were not prepared to

give up and were prepared to continue to

struggle. If I may say so, I think a lot of

the rights obtained by the Franco-Ontarian

community in this province are due largely

to their own initiative, their tenacity and
their dedication to the preservation of their

language and culture at the same time as

contributing to the national entity of this

country and at the same time as being proud
to be Canadian. But they were prepared to

do this.

What they have obtained, what the people
of Windsor-Essex have obtained, is not so

much due to the initiative of government. I

get annoyed about this sometimes when I

hear government, and especially the people
on the other side, say, "Well, you know,
we've been awfully kind. We've given this.

We've given that."

The government has not really given any-

thing to them, it has been pressured into it.

That's what's got to change in this country.

We've got to do it by way of initiative, by
way of leadership and not always through

pressure and through delays of this nature.

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to pay tribute to

these people and congratulate them on

finally—and maybe I'm being premature even

to offer congratulations, because that school

is far from being built and that school is far

from being administered. I'm concerned
about the future of that school as well. But

nevertheless I think that it's significant that

a bill will pass in this House which will again
underline and accentuate the importance of

the rights of that minority.

Je voudrais vous dire, Monsieur l'orateur,

si je peux parler un peu en francais, que je

crois qu'il est extremement important que
la minorite franco-ontarienne dans la region
de Windsor-Essex recoive nos felicitations.

Je crois qu'il est important qu'on souligne
ici durant un debat aussi important que celui-

ci le fait que les franco-ontariens n'ont pas
lache et qu'ils ont fait preuve et qu'ils vont

etre fiers et leurs enfants vont etre fiers d'eux

pour la lutte et la bataille et l'acharnement

qu'ils ont demontre dans la lutte de Windsor-

Essex.

Monsieur l'orateur je ne peux m'asseoir sans

les feliciter et leur dire: ils ont vaincu parce

qu'ils n'ont pas lache.

C'est un exemple pour tous les franco-on-

tariens la lutte tres tres difficile qu'ils ont eue

dans la region de Windsor-Essex; je crois qu'il

est important Monsieur l'orateur de les felici-

ter, de dire a ces gens-la qu'ils ont obtenu

quelque chose a cause de cet acharnement.
S'ils ont obtenu quelque chose, c'est parce
qu'ils n'ont pas lache.

La lutte a ete longue. Je regarde ici un
editorial dans le Droit du 10 decembre 1971
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ou on donne un evenement apres I'autre, ou
sur toute mesure objective on aurait pu etre

decourage, on aurait pu perdre l'espoir. Mais
ces gens-la n'ont pas lache. Meme dans des

epreuves extremement difficiles.

Je me rappelle quand on a publie un tract,

je crois que cela fait maintenant cinq ou six

mois et des accusations criminelles ont ete

deposees contre certains individus. Ces gens-
la tout de meme, sans se decourager, ont

continue la lutte, et aussi cet apres-midi,
Monsieur l'orateur, on discute la victoire de
cette lutte, ce fameux bill.

I think the role of governments in these

disputes is important. I want to say to the
minister I compliment the ministry on bring-
ing forward this bill. I want to say to the
minister I have read as much as I could of
the speech at the time that he introduced
the bill—I think that was back in April
1977. I thought it was an excellent speech.
The minister went through the history of
the Franco-Ontarian community in Windsor-
Essex-in fact, the history of the francophone
community in this province—and he enumer-
ated the long struggle.

I want to say to the minister that I thought
it was an excellent outline of the problem,
of the frustrations and, finally, of the dif-

ferent disappointments that the community
in Windsor-Essex had to go through before
we finally had to go through this type of

legislation. But, having congratulated him,
I want to say to the minister that I felt, and
I still feel-and I said it in 1973 and I'm

saying it again now-that I don't think this

bill would have been necessary had we
done things right in the first place.

Maybe I'm wrong. Maybe the minister's

right and there was no way of avoiding this.

But I still feel that had he accepted sug-
gestions that we made back then, some of
the suggestions of the Symons commission

report, this type of legislation would not
have been necessary.

I'm really sad when I consider all the

things that have gone on in Windsor-Essex
and that things have reached this point
that it is necessary to bring forward this

type of legislation.

I look, first of all, Mr. Speaker, at the
division that this type of conflict causes in

a community. We went through it in Stur-

geon Falls in 1971. If you recall, the Symons
commission was created in 1971 because of

the problems in Sturgeon Falls.

We went through it in Cornwall in 1972-
1973. We saw the type of division that it

creates in a community.

This is why we got the Symons commission

report. This is why he put forward certain

suggestions and recommendations to avoid
this type of conflict. Because of the whole
issue this is the saddest part of all.

You have a community which has lived

together—minorities and the majority, the

people have lived together for centuries—and
yet you get an issue like this where sides are

taken and you're splitting the community. I

saw it in Cornwall. I saw it in Sturgeon Falls.

It's so obvious in Windsor-Essex that

people feel they must take sides—friends

across the fence or across the way—because
of this particular issue. There's a draught
that comes between people. People, having
spoken publicly on this, wonder what the

results may be towards their friends, to-

wards even relatives and so forth. I think-

that this is just the type of thing that we
should avoid and this is what Symons was

talking about in his report.

When things get as bad, for instance, as

when hate literature was circulated some

time ago and criminal charges were laid, I

thought when I was reading this that whether

it was the English who were putting this

out or whether it was the French, either way
it had to be a pretty desperate move. What-

ever the motive for putting forward this type

of hate literature it was pretty desperate.

That gives you an example of how desperate

people were.

When I review the events such as these

I have to stand here in the House and say

at one time the anger would have been more

aggressive. But frankly, Mr. Speaker, I speak

more out of sadness than anger when I

review some of the events, such as Windsor-

Essex, that are taking place and are really

ripping this country apart.

I can recall, just a year ago, the dispute

over the use of French in the air over the

province of Quebec. How divisive that was.

I can recall, prior to that time, discussions

about Bill 22 and, latterly, about Bill 1, or

Bill 101 or whatever it might be called.

We can talk about some of the events

after November 15, but these are things that

we cannot allow to fester for any period of

time. These are things that just tear this

country apart. Very often these are things

that are allowed to happen because there's

a certain minority of individuals on both

sides who, in fact, gained the upper hand on

this. The majority very often is silent. It

doesn't take a position.



658 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

This is why it's so important to look at the

role of government which brings us to a

bill such as this. I look at the role of govern-
ment in this case and I think the role of

government is important. I go back to 1971

and look at that time to a speech made by
the hon. Premier (Mr. Davis). He was the

newly elected leader of the Conservative

Party and that was just before the election

in October 1971. If you read his speech at

that time, Mr. Speaker, he went on for pages
about his bilingualism policy for this prov-
ince. If there's any document which frustrates

a Franco-Ontarian community more than

any other is when they take out this docu-
ment and wave it and say: "Here's what we
were promised then."

[5:15]

Six years later the promises made in the
field of education, in the field of health, in

the field of government services, in the field

of courts, and so on, were exactly that—
promises. And it's sad to say this, but I

think this is the type of thing that govern-
ment has to avoid. The Franco-Ontarian

community is united at this time. Promises
are no longer good enough.

I look at some of the government policies.
I look at some of the comments, Mr. Speaker,
made during the election by the member for

Cochrane North (Mr. Brunelle). I participated
in an hour's debate with that member and I

found it sad that one who is a member of
the Franco-Ontarian community understood
so little of what the hopes and what the
necessities are of that community today.
When he was asked what progress we have

made, he took out his credit cards and said

they were bilingual. Well, Mr. Speaker, we
have gone past that stage. The survival of a

people is more important than just having
bilingual cheques or bilingual credit cards.
I am reading from the Globe and Mail now
but I can remember—I was sitting across
from him during the debate—when he said—
and he was talking about the headline,"
'Can't Legislate French Rights,' Brunelle

Says,"—"French-Canadian rights in Ontario
are gradually being introduced by the Pro-

gressive Conservative government as a matter
of policy and it would be useless to guarantee
them through legislation."

Well, have you ever heard such idiocy?
What are we doing here all the time passing
legislation if we are not guaranteeing one
right or another through legislation? He says
the legislation would be useless and he goes
on to say: "It is not necessary. The Franco-
Ontarians will have all possible rights."
And again he is confused. You don't have

a right if you don't have legislation to back

it up, but he keeps talking about rights. He
should be using the word "privilege," I sup-

pose. "But we will do it gradually where it

is needed. It would be useless where there is

one or two per cent of the population that

is francophone. I do not believe it's neces-

sary."

Well, he's right of course, if he is talking
about one or two per cent francophone in a

particular area, but that's not what we're

talking about, Mr. Speaker.
In an area of basic rights, there is the ques-

tion of schools. And you look at the assimila-

tion rate of the Franco-Ontarian community.
For an instance, I turn to Windsor-Essex.
Look at the tables there which indicate that

in an area like Essex we are down to 3.9 per
cent of Franco-Ontarians who use their own
language. As assimilation takes place, gradu-

ally but methodically across this province, you
know this is what we are trying to avoid and
this is why it's necessary to have certain

rights.

So I say, Mr. Speaker, the francophone
community across this province is united on
one thing—that we have had it with "priv-

ileges." What is important is rights. That's

why I get annoyed sometimes in this House
when I hear the Attorney General saying that

to legislate certain rights in the legal field

would be window-dressing.
I get pretty annoyed about something like

this because as much as we may be franco-

phone, we want to fight for this country.
How can we go into Quebec and say, "I think

we are concerned about your Bill 101 which

you are imposing on the anglophone
minority," if at the same time there is a law
in our books here which says, "You are pro-
hibited from using your language in the

courts"?

The Attorney General says it is window-

dressing. This is why, Mr. Speaker, we have

to change our attitude here. I come back at

the role of government in this situation. We
went through this experience in Sturgeon

Falls, we went through it in Cornwall, and

finally we had the Symons report.

The recommendations of the report—which

was dated February 17, 1972—were finally

passed through this House. Of course, they

were passed back in 1973 under a Conserva-

tive majority government, and some of the

suggestions that we made at that time were

not accepted. I pointed out to the minister

at that time that it was important that the

Languages of Instruction Commission, the

commission that was created to arbitrate a

problem between the school board and the

French-language advisory committee, have its

decision be binding.
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At that point, we were starting to face

difficult decisions. In other words, by 1972-

73, in all areas of this province, basically

there were no problems, the schools were

operating, and the Franco-Ontarian com-

munity were sending their kids to school. No
problems, things were going well.

That is what is sad about this type of dis-

pute. It is just like an airplane crash. Nobody
talks about the millions of passengers who get

home safely; they always talk about the

plane that crashed, or the one that got hi-

jacked. Just like this situation, there are

hundreds of examples of where schools were
created in this province, where the parents
are pleased, where things are working out.

These aren't the things that are going to

make the headlines. It's going to be the one
at Sturgeon Falls, or the one in Cornwall,
or the one in Essex. But, unfortunately, that's

the type of environment and the type of

society we live in. That's why we must avoid

it. That's why Symons made certain recom-

mendations at that time.

I had a long discussion in 1973 with the

minister about a bill that he was bringing
forward at that time, I think it was Bill 180
or Bill 181, to amend The Education Act. I

said to him at that point that the part I

found extremely frustrating or unsatisfactory
in the bill was the section that dealt with the

Languages of Instruction Commission of On-
tario. I say to the minister that he has not

followed the recommendations of Symons,
because what he is basically doing again is

going back to mediation.

The Languages of Instruction Commission
of Ontario is not what I suggested to the

minister that Symons had in mind. Some-
where along the way, should local autonomy
fail, and we agree with local autonomy, if

people can't solve their problem—and when it

becomes obvious that they cannot, when
there is a conflict—mediation is not going to

solve it. Somebody has to make a decision.

I said to the minister at that point that it

was important, that in the area where we
were having conflict we were going to con-

tinue having difficult situations across the

province. For instance, after Windsor-Essex,

any other situation we may have in this

province is going to be difficult because we
have gone through the areas where it is rela-

tively easy, where goodwill exists in a com-

munity, and where the francophone minority
is of sufficiently substantial number to have
their views put forward and accepted by the

majority. The other areas are going to be
difficult.

This is why Symons, in 1973, made the

proposal dealing with the Languages of In-

struction Commission. Unfortunately, they
were not accepted by the minister. I'll just

read what Symons had to say in the recom-
mendation that he put forward at that time.

He said: "If such a procedure does not pro-
duce a settlement, the commission shall, with-

in 30 days of notice by both the committee
and the board, prepare its decision on the

matter in question, which shall be final, un-

less appeal to the Minister of Education
within 30 days." Unfortunately, that was not

accepted and the proposed role of the Lan-

guages of Instruction Commission was not

accepted by the board. Now, here we are,

having to pass legislation.

I would hope that we have learned through
these mistakes and that the minister would

give serious consideration to accepting the

bill that we put forward last week, a bill

which, in our opinion, would solve that sort

of problem. The minister says he doesn't think

it will work. But I say to the minister it is

strange that he takes the attitude that this

particular law will not work, when day in

and day out we are passing legislation on the

premise that it will be followed. I don't see

why it shouldn't be followed in this case.

1 can recall the great argument dealing
v/ith seatbelts. Everybody was saying, "Oh
well, you can't enforce it." Well, we passed
the legislation and we know that this year
we have saved 200 lives because of the seat-

belt legislation. So, I say, Mr. Speaker, I

would hope that we have learned from our

mistakes and that we would change.
I continue to look at the role of the gov-

ernment. I just wonder, when I look at the

various problems here, whether it was a wise

decision back in 1976, when the minister de-

cided to cut the funds from 95 per cent to

77 per cent.

When I look at that particular decision I

say to the minster he didn't have to give

them an excuse down there. Any excuse that

was given for stalling or changing their minds

may well have been a valid one. But the point
that was important was that we not give them
that sort of excuse. I find it ironic that we cut

the amount of moneys that we were sending
down there and now we're back into a situ-

ation where we're going to fund the whole

thing again. Or we're going to fund at the

same rate, I'm told by my colleague from

Windsor. So, was that decision necessary?

The argument that I put forward dealing
with the necessity of taking away the permis-
sive part of that legislation, as we call it, is

extremely important. I read an editorial from

the Globe and Mail of March 25, 1977. It

states: "That is where the trouble has always
lain. The province's legislation should never
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have been permissive. That only invites a

squabble with all the ugliness of this one.

The legislation should be amended to make
it mandatory for a school board to provide a

French-language high school when the local

demand for it is sufficient to make one
viable."

So, Mr. Speaker, I would sincerely hope
for

,
the future that we could avoid this type

of conflict by changing the legislation. I say
again and I emphasize again to the minister,

other situations will crop up across the prov-
ince and other situations which we are facing
are going to be extremely difficult. I think it's

high time that we avoided this type of con-

flict. We've had enough bitterness, not only
in Windsor-Essex, but in Cornwall and

Sturgeon Falls.

The minister referred in his speech to the

h'story in this province of Franco-Ontarians,
and I think it's important again to emphasize
what some of my colleagues here have em-

phasized, that we're talking about a very
basic right. We're not talking about people
who have come into a province, have im-

posed themselves and are asking for a special
tax break for something that tney don't de-

serve. I can hardly think of an example which
would follow just what I said, but in any
event we're talking about people who have
made a contribution to this country, to this

province, to that area since the turn of the

century. And1 what they're asking for, very

s'mply, is an opportunity to educate their

children in French.

You know. Mr. Speaker, one must under-
stand what this country's about. This debate
cannot be segregated unto itself. It must be
looked at in the national context. This is one
of the reasons, of course, that we feel, the

government feels, all of us here feel, that we
have to pass this type of legislation. It's taken
on a context of national proportions which
have for all intents and purposes muddied

any local frustration.

So what's this country about. Mr. Speaker?
You've got English provinces. You've got Que-
bec, your French province. You've got the
union together. You've got the federal gov-
ernment which is supposed to serve them in

both languages. It sounds neat enough when
you're building a country on that particular
basis. There's one problem though, and it is

that you've got minorities in both areas. Just
as the English minority in the province of

Quebec are Quebeckers and have contributed
to that province, the Franco-Ontarians in this

province have made a contribution here as

well. They're not overnight guests. They're
people who are Ontarians. They're proud to

be exactly that and they want to stay here.

They're asking for something that is ex-

tremely basic.

It becomes exceedingly difficult for us in

this province, or for the leadership in this

province, or for the government in this prov-
ince to comment about the rights of the min-

ority in the province of Quebec when we look

at the way we've treated the Franco-Ontarian

community in this province.

Mr. Speaker, apart from the basic rights,

apart from the fact that it's from a basic

point of view that they're entitled to the legis-
lation of their rights, in the national context

there is nothing that helps the strength of

this country or this province as much as a

viable Franco-Ontarian community.

[5:30]

One must understand what Levesque and
these separatists are talking about. One of

my colleagues from the NDP was saying if

Quebec wants to separate then we should
talk to Quebeckers. There is a basic differ-

ence when we are talking about talking to

Quebec. We are not talking about talking to

the separatists. They have made up their

minds and no matter what argument one

brings forward they are not going to change.
But the majority in the province still has an

open mind on this. And those are the people
we have to talk to.

But the whole thesis of Levesque's argu-
ment is that the nation for the French in this

country is the province of Quebec. He says
that the only viable nation is the province of

Quebec. And! so his argument, the thesis, is

that if you have a viable community else-

where in the province of Quebec you under-

mine his whole argument.
What I am trying to point out, and I have

said this in this House many times, is that for

those people who feel that in giving certain

rights to the Franco-Ontarian community we
are giving them something they don't de-

serve, for those anglophones who feel that

maybe we are going too far, it is really in

their best interests.

For those who believe in the strength and

the unity of this country, it is in their best

interests to have a viable Franco-Ontarian

community so that when Levesque tries to tell

me that I am a dead duck, that I have no

business in this province, that I should be

with him in the province of Quebec, I am

proud to stand here and say no, we have a

viable community here. We are surviving. We
are not dead ducks. We don't believe that the

only way I will survive, that my children can

go to school, or can keep their language and

culture, is to move into the province of

Quebec.
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I believe that. But I need some help. I

think it is important that we put forward some
of these views, and not all of us here under-
stand that basic right. Mr. Speaker, as I walk

through the corridors of this Parliament, I

often look at the pictures, and some of them
date way back. There is one fellow at the top
of the stairs by the name of Louis Hippolyte
Lafontaine. I'd heard about him, but I often

wondered what his picture was doing in this

place. But knowing of his contribution to the

history of this country, there is justification for

it. But the other day I ran across something
that he said. If I may, Mr. Speaker, just read
to you what he said on September 13, 1842:

"Places par 1'Acte d'Union dans une situa-

tion exceptionnelle d'inferiorite, si nous d'evons

suceomber, nous succomberons au moins en
nous faisant respecter."
What Lafontaine was saying on September

13, 1842, was simply this: "We French,
placed in a situation of exceptional inferiority
by this Union Act, if we are going to fall, if

we are going to be assimilated, we are going
to do it by being respected."
Then he went on to say; "It is my duty to

maintain this character of respect. Even with

people who use a strong hand, like Lord

Sydenham." I must tell you I am not too sure

who he is in the sphere of things-
Mr. Foulds: You are lucky.

Mr. Roy: Anyway he says it is his duty, if

nothing else, as one who is French in this

country, to respect their heritage, and not to
tarnish the honour of his ancestors.

I think that is extremely important in a
context of the national unity debate, Mr.
Speaker.
Some of us—I think hopefully most of us

in this House, in this province—are concerned
about what is dividing this country. Those
Franco-Ontarians in this province, Mr. Speak-
er, who are extremely anxious about what is

going on find it awfully tough, as much as

they want to, to go into the province of Que-
bec and say to them: "You are welcome in the
rest of the country. Don't limit yourself to the

province of Quebec. French-Canadians, this

is all your country."
How can I argue with any sincerity, how

can I be convincing to these people if they
bring out examples where I am not respected
in my own province? It's important that we
remove some of these impediments. And as

the discussion continues, it is so important
that we emphasize the question of schools.

There has been a tremendous change going
on in this country. But the rallying point for

these minorities is no longer the church, but
their school. They have survived because of

their church for a number of centuries, but

the focal point is now their school. If you
deny them their school, Mr. Speaker, you
are basically denying them their existence,
their survival. And that is why the fights,
whether it be in Cornwall, Sturgeon Falls or

others, have been so bitter. And this is why
it's important that we pass legislation to

avoid this type of situation.

As the dispute goes on and the debate goes
on, a lot of people like to stand up and say,
"We're proud to be Canadians and we are

going to fight against those who want to

divide this country," and things of this nature.

Being a Canadian is not only going to parades
on July 1, or saying it publicly on various

occasions, at various meetings and so on. It's

going to be important; we've had it too easy
in this country.

It's ironic—and I'm sorry for taking so long
—but I can't help but think we are fighting
in this country about two of the major lan-

guages in the world. I look at some other

countries—for instance, in Russia there are

something like about 15 different dialects;
even in India they speak something like 20
dialects. I could name you federation after

federation where they have that sort of prob-
lem. We have an opportunity in this country
to benefit from two of the major languages
and cultural groups that exist in the world,

yet we are fighting over it.

People are talking about "shoving French"
or "shoving English" down somebody's throat.

I get frustrated. I just can't understand what
the fight is all about.

I suppose that if this country does split up
sometime, our children will look back on it

and say: "What the heck were they fighting

about; what could they have been fighting

about?" If some people were starving, or

were being attacked, if there was violence,

then I could understand it. That's why I

emphasize to be a Canadian today is not only
a matter of standing up, but it's a matter of

giving leadership.
I don't want to be unduly harsh with cer-

tain people, but some people say some of

the things Levesque is doing to the minority
in the province of Quebec, or some of the

aspirations that he is putting forth, are in

fact anti-Canadian. And I agree. But at least

Levesque doesn't kid anyone about it. He's

got it up front. Where he's kidded the people,

I suppose, is saying there was going to be a

referendum when he won the election. Now,
he's acting as though he's already won the

referendum.

The fact is Levesque and his ministers,

with impunity—that's what is so frustrating

when you believe in the country—are saying

that, logically, things are going to split up.
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People consider this to be anti-Canadian.

Well, I'll tell you, Mr. Speaker, certain actions

by certain people against certain minorities

in this country border on the same thing.

Because people who one day will stand up
and say, "I am proud to be a Canadian" and
talk about what can contribute to this

country, at the same time derogate a par-
ticular minority because it's French-Canadian.
Next time it's going to be the other minority,
because this country is a country of minor-
ities.

So I say, Mr. Speaker, what we are doing
here is important. And what we are doing
here, basically, is giving leadership. I want
to participate in that. I'm concerned, because
I look at some of the difficulties. I was talk-

ing earlier about some of the things that this

government did. And I want to say to the

minister that it was unfortunate he didn't

pass this legislation before the election.

That's another thing. Why did this thing
have to go through the whole election where
it was again a divisive force? But you know,
I have some sympathy. I don't agree with
some of my colleagues and the position they
are going to take on this bill, but I have
some sympathy and I think it could have been
avoided. But I look to the future. Some
people say—you know, some of my separatist

colleagues in the province of Quebec—I sup-
pose the difference between a French-
Canadian separatist and a federalist is one
has his hopes on the future and the other one
just keeps looking at the past. I look at the

future, but I want to say this, Mr. Speaker, in

looking at the future I think there are some
major things that we can do in this province.
I want to participate in these things and I

say this is a start. But, let's not stop there.

We've had the situation exist. I can recall

the spirit of '67. Remember when every-

thing was working out well in 1967? Then,
when the threat seemed to be removed, we
went back to our regular complacent selves.

We've got to work at this country. I think
we've got a country that's worthwhile sav-

ing, but let's work at it.

So I say, Mr. Speaker, together I think we
should look to the future. But it's no longer
good enough to pontificate and just make
promises, we've really got to give leader-

ship. We need legislation and this is why
I'm supporting this legislation. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Cooke: Mr. Speaker, in speaking on
this bill, I would first like to begin by giving
it a new name that would be much more
appropriate and applicable to this particular
situation. The name that I suggest for the
bill is an act to cover up the blunders in

Essex county of the Minister of Education. I

think the bill should be named this way be-

cause I feel the evidence indicates a com-

plete mishandling of the whole situation by
this government, and in particular the Min-
ister of Education.

I believe the French community has been

asking for a homogeneous school for French-

language students since approximately 1968.

Various surveys and studies have proven

beyond any doubt that a school was needed.

The Essex county board and the Windsor

Board of Education met a few years back—

I believe it was back in 1974—to see how
best the two boards together could meet the

need of the French students. These meetings

led to a formal agreement between the Es-

sex county board and the Windsor board

whereby Windsor would purchase education

from the county for a minimum of 125

French-language students in the proposed

new school. I was party to that agreement,

when I was on the board of education, I

supported that agreement.

In the spring of 1975 this formal agree-

ment was approved by the school boards.

As well, the Essex county board approved

construction of a French-language school

at 95 per cent grant level from the provincial

government. Then came this government's

great restraint program where among other

things, it lowered the rate of grant for con-

struction of the new school from 95 per

cent to 77 per cent, at which point the

whole issue was reconsidered.

In April 1976, the Essex county board

reconsidered the issue and a motion to con-

tinue with planning and construction of the

school lost in a tie vote. I was at that meet-

ing and without a doubt the major reason

the school was defeated was because of the

change in the rate of grant and the policy

of restraint this government was advocating.

The government then appointed a mediator

in an effort to come up with a solution. Mr.

McLeod, the mediator, recommended early

this year that this school should be con-

structed.

For this government, however, I believe

the most important date in the whole prob-

lem was November 15, 1976, the day a sep-

aratist government was elected in Quebec.

The Minister of Education admitted as much

earlier this year in a TV interview when

he was asked if the PQ election had an in-

fluence on his decision to force construction

of this school. In a very lengthy reply he

said yes.

I think it is clear that the government was

not serious about French-language education
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in this province until this year. I think it is

a shame that it took the election of a sep-
artist government in Quebec to get Ontario

moving. It is also a shame that this govern-
ment has used Essex county in an effort to

prove that it is now committed to French-

language education. If this government was

really serious, it would bring in a general
bill to guarantee that situations like this

never happen again in Ontario. I hope we
see this kind of legislation in the fall.

[5:45]

To get back to the way in which this gov-
ernment has handled the situation, I should

point out that it was not until one year after

the Essex county board stopped planning of

this school that the government raised the

level of grants back to 95 per cent, even

though my colleague the member for Wind-
sor-Sandwich (Mr. Bounsall) asked the min-

ister to raise the grant level months before

that. In the meantime, the issue became
more and more emotional in Essex county
to the point where we have a split that has

never existed before and will take years to

disappear. This is something the people of

Essex county should never forgive this gov-
ernment for.

However, I believe, properly handled that

this government could have had the school

approved this spring at the new grant level,
but the Minister of Education completely
destroyed this chance when he told the Essex

county board that if they did not apjwove
the school he would bring in legislation to

force it. Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, more
than one trustee stated he voted against the
school for that very reason. Now, as a result

of this government's mishandling of the situa-

tion, we are being asked to approve legisla-
tion that is very offensive to many of us,
and for me the the decision to support or not

support the bill is very difficult.

I fully support the concept of a homoge-
neous school for French-language students in

Essex county because I feel the need has
been adequately proven, but I resent this bill

because I know if the government had
handled the situation propefly it wouldn't be
necessary.

I resent the fact that after 10 years of
blunders the minister has cast himself as a

protector of minority rights in Ontario, which
is certainly not the case. 1 also resent the

fact that in some parts of Canada, the people
of Essex county are being viewed as bigots,
and that is not the truth.

During the recent election I discussed this

whole situation with many citizens in my
riding, and with few exceptions the feeling

was that a French-language secondary school

was acceptable; but they were confused, and

understandably so. The handling of the situa-

tion by the government was confusing
enough, but at the same time school enrol-

ments are declining. Schools are being closed
and the government is advocating restraint.

However, I believe the mood of the people
in Essex county was one of compromise.
Some felt that a good form of compromise
would be the use of an existing building.

At a glance, this seems to make sense. In

1970, the enrolment in Windsor secondary
schools was 16,000. The projected enrolment
for this September is 12,700, and in 1982 it

is expected to be far less than 10,000 students.

At present in Windsor, due to city-wide low-

ered enrolment, there is room for about an-

other 1,000 students in existing secondary
schools. So one can see there is room for stu-

dents. However, in order to make use of the

existing buildings and to make an entire

school available, the boundaries for schools

across the city would probably have to be ad-

justed, and that would present a serious prob-
lem for the Windsor Board of Education.

Another major problem with using existing

facilities is the decision of who will run it.

It is my impression that if the school is in the

city of Windsor, and that's the only place
there are existing buildings available, then

the Windsor Board of Education would have

to run it. They would be very reluctant to

do so since most of the students will be com-

ing from the county.

However, putting aside this problem of

who would run the school, I think the major

problem in using existing facilities is the fact

that even though the Essex County Board of

Education and the Windsor Board of Educa-

tion have had over two months to explore and

present an alternative to a brand new build-

ing, they have not done so; and this, I must

say, disappoints me greatly. This has put me
in a position of supporting the use of an

existing building, but I have come to the con-

clusion that it is not feasible, partly because

of the lack of action on the part of the

Essex county board.

However, I do not blame the Essex county

school board totally. I feel their lack of

initiative is partly a feeling of, "what's the
»

use.

I think most of the members are aware,

that the Essex County Separate School Board

did offer to build the school, but because of

this government's refusal to extend grants

this was not possible. I mention this because

I think it is further proof that the people of

Essex county believe, as much as anyone
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else, in providing Ontario's French students

with equal opportunities.
I want to finish by saying, once again, that

I resent this bill having to come before the

Legislature and I blame the government en-

tirely. I believe very strongly that a school

must be provided, and since there are no
viable alternatives I shall not oppose this bill.

I shall support it, but with great reluctance.

I should point out, however, that this bill

may not solve the problem and that the life

of this school may be very stormy. Here

again, the government has to bear responsibil-

ity. For my part, I shall do everything pos-
sible to encourage the trustees of the Essex

county school board to follow the legislation

and to build the school on their own, and I

will work toward making the school a success.

Mr. Ruston: Mr. Speaker, I must say that

this is a rather difficult situation for myself.
I have followed this problem in Essex since

the minister got involved. I stayed1 out of

it completely as long as it was in the hands
of the board. I did not think it was my
responsibility to make any pronouncements at

the time the board was dealing with it be-

cause they were elected to deal with it.

It was only this spring the minister an-

nounced that he was bringing in legislation

to force the building of the school. My first

impression was that I could not support that;

maybe it was because I was elected to munic-

ipal council, maybe it was because I was a

reeve of a municipality for a number of years
and I felt the decision that we made should
be binding.

I find it very difficult too, since I'm obli-

gated to vote against my party, and I must
say that I am a Liberal and I intend to stay
a Liberal.

I suppose that I may be more qualified to

speak on this bill than most people think I

am. My forefathers settled in this country
many years ago. We've lived in the same
area, that I'm aware of, for 175 years-maybe
not quite that long but somewhere in that

vicinity. My great grandfather, my grand-
father and my father settled in the community
that is predominantly the French part of the
county. We have lived happily in that area
all that time. I suppose we've assimilated
some and some have been assimilated by
others, and so forth in the family. Around
our dining room table, when everyone's home,
I guess we have the United Nations, they are
from all races.

If you have followed the goings-on of the
school board over this time, Mr. Speaker,
they have been in very difficult situations at

times. We want to learn French so that we

can speak French, but when you're raised

in a school that doesn't give you any French,
then of course you don't learn any French.

I myself never had the opportunity of learn-

ing any French in school up to grade eight.

We had it in grade nine, but I must say
I took it for one year and found that my
marks were not very high so I dropped it. I

might say, though, that one of my favourite

songs was a French song that I led our

group in many times.

I'm just thinking of a bilingual school and
I'm thinking of a gentleman who gave a

position paper on French and on what we
should have at the school in Essex county.
There was a very well prepared speech
made up by the former member for Windsor-

Riverside (Mr. Burr) I guess it was a speech
that was never given but when he came to

Toronto on the week of, I think April 28 or

26, we intended to debate this bill and Mr.

Burr, who was the member for Windsor-

Riverside, had done a very thorough study on

what we needed in Essex county in the way
of a school. Being the scholar he is, he made
a very thorough examination of the whole

complex. His speech, in as much as it wasn't

given in the Legislature, was published in a

small monthly paper, the Tecumseh Tribune,

with some documentation from the owner of

the Tribune.

I might say, Mr. Speaker, the owner was
from a very respected French family in the

town of Tecumseh and St. Clair Beach, the

Lacfsse family who have carried on business

in that community for years. Their father

was a senator prior to his death in Ottawa.
I think some of you may have heard of one

of the Lacasse family, who has since passed

on, who was a great designer of flags. He put
them in his yard and made them for many
people.

They are people highly respected in the

community and their position on a school was
not for a unilingual school, Mr. Speaker, it

was actually what we would call a bilingual

school, but French oriented.

Just to give you an idea of what they had
in mind, I think it's important I read this

part before we recess for dinner: "A bilingual

complex should be open to more people.

Thus the argument of separate facilities and
extra costs could be largely demolished. The

French-language students must go to school

anyway. They must be provided for. A bi-

lingual school proposal could be integrated

in the board's overall construction plans with-

out division and without the need of dis-

tinctly separate facilities. It could also pro-
vide a greater opportunity to more students

to learn a second language.
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"I would be willing to concede," and 1 am
quoting here, Mr. Speaker, "that such a com-

plex, since it would be the only one of its

kind in the county should retain a French

atmosphere and all those attending this par-

ticular type of school should be willing to

take French to some measure, even if it was

initially just an extension of oral French pro-

grams. Hopefully as the oral French pro-

grams became more firmly entrenched in

those lower grades and down to kinder-

garden, we can, in an intelligent manner, over

the years develop a truly bilingual institu-

tion, tailor-made to our area.

"Learning the French language, spoken by
some 30 per cent of Canadians, should be:

1. of free choice; 2. should be a fun thing and
not a matter of confrontation and devisement.

"It seems to me that we cannot develop

goodwill by building a wall around us or

by separating ourselves from the community.
I strongly believe that the establishment of

a bilingual complex established in good faith

and with the tools at our disposal can meet

the needs of our time and build a bridge of

unity."

I will end the quote there, Mr. Speaker,
and I may use parts of it later on, but it

being 6 o'clock 1 will stop.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ESSEX COUNTY FRENCH-LANGUAGE
SECONDARY SCHOOL ACT

(concluded)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

motion for second reading of Bill 3, An Act
to require the Essex County B»oard of Educa-
tion to provide a French-language Secondary
School.

Mr. Ruston: In speaking on this bill, and
actually, I suppose, assuming what the out-

come will be when we are finished debating
it, one really wonders whether one should sit

down and say it's not worth it. I was under
the impression this country was formed, in

Confederation, on a compromise method. Ap-
parently, there is no compromising, I take it,

with the minister ( Mr. Wells ) or the Premier

(Mr. Davis), in any way or in any form
whatsoever. But I still want to go on.

Perhaps 1 can first lead up to what prob-
lems the board had in coming to the con-
clusion it came to. Then I would like to

dwell a little while on the problems of the

bill as we have it now. As you are aware,
Mr. Speaker, this bill is different from the

one they brought in just prior to the' election.

It does contain three subsections that give
the minister much more power to go ahead
and do it on his own if the board does not
act.

The problem we seem to have had in some
areas is what will the enrolment of this school

be? The other day—Friday, July 8—when the

member for Windsor-Sandwich (Mr. Boun-

sall) was speaking, I made a note in one

place where he said they had a survey made
in 1973 that indicated there would be 830
students. Then in February, 1975—1 am sure

these are the words he used—he said there

would be an enrolment of 1,008 students.

But the problem is that we don't seem to

have those figures available from 'anyone in

authority that 1 have been able to find.

To get an idea of what we are looking

at, I did get hold of the director of educa-

tion for the Essex county board and I asked
him what enrolment he had in the two
schools that now carry French classes. His

letter is addressed to me and it said: "You

Monday, July 11, 1977

will find enclosed a copy of the enrolment
in the French-language courses at Belle River
District High School and the Sandwich sec-

ondary school as discussed this morning."
The Belle River District High School,

which is the largest school in the district and
which, I believe, has the largest enrolment
in the county, and which is just seven miles
from where I live, had a French-language
enrolment for one credit in year one of 18.

In year two there are 26; in year three, 23;
in year four, 10; and in year five, 7. For two
credits in year one there are 21; in year two,
32; in year three, 17; in year four, one; and
none in year five, for a total of 71. The first

one had a total of 84. For three credits in

year one there are 39; year two, 21; year
three, 51; and year four one, for a total of
76. For four credits, in year one there are

29; year two, three; and year three, seven, for

a total of 39. For five credits, in year one
there are six; year two, 10, and year three,

one, for a total of 17. That is a total enrol-

ment of 287 being supplied French-language
instruction.

In Sandwich secondary school the figures

are—and these words bother me a little.

There are some French words I'm pretty

good at, but these are a little difficult—fran-

gais, niveau intermediare, year one, one class,

33 students; year two, one class, 21 students;

frangais, cycle superieur, year three, one class,

17 students; year four, one class 17 students;

and frangais S46 (13) 1968, year five, one

class, six students; for a total of 94 students.

Of the 287 at Belle River, there are about 25

being bussed from the Anderson area, which
is another part of the county.

I am reluctant to talk in this particular de-

tail but what I want to get across to the mem-
bers of this House is that they are voting on

something on which I really don't think they
know what they're voting. I know that the

leaders of all three parties have come out

and said that we need this school, and I'm

willing to accept that. But what I want to

get across to the members of this House is

that the Essex County Board of Education is

not and has not been breaking The Education

Act. It has been abiding by the law in supply-

ing French-language instruction. I think that
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should be brought out, because I think it's

very important.

On the other hand, not too long ago there

was an article, A Familiar Scenario for French
School in the Windsor Star of April 23 by
Stephen Lint. It's actually on the Cornwall

situation, comparing the school there. Some
of the things that must be brought out in this

are that in the Cornwall situation about 45
per cent of the students walk to school and!

apparently none of them travels much more
than five miles by bus. In Essex county, no
matter where the school is built, even if it's

put in the central part of what we would

classify as the heaviest French-speaking com-
munity, the students would still have to be
bussed from at the most 25 to 30 miles,

though a great many of them might only be
bussed 10 or 12 miles.

Going by the enrolment they had in Corn-
wall and taking into account how many would
go to the unilingual school, at one point he
writes: "It seems reasonable to expect the

Essex school could expect a maximum of 35

per cent of the bilingual grade eights from
the city and county; that is the students we
have in the elementary school system. Assum-

ing the number of grade eight graduates re-

mains constant and 35 per cent do go to the

Essex school, the school could expect a total

enrolment in grades nine to 13 inclusive, after

five years of operation, of 400." You will re-

call that Bill 3 says we must build a school

for 750. "If the percentage of grade 8 at-

tending the Essex school was 25 per cent, the

school's total enrolment after five years would
be 300 pupils."

What the problem is there, of course, is

that the farther the children have to ride on
the bus, the farther they are taken away from
some of their neighbours to another school. I

am wondering what effect that will have on
the overall attendance at the school. So these

are the things that the board of education
is faced with.

I also have a statement here from five

members of the board of education. It says:

"Whereas in section 255, paragraphs 2 and 4
of The Education Act, 1974, as amended in

1975, chapter 77, it states that, 'Written evi-

dence be presented to a board that the

number of French-speaking students who elect

to be taught in the French language so war-
rants."' Then it says: "Please be informed
no written evidence has been presented to

the undersigned trustees that a number of

French-speaking students have elected to be
taught in the French language in sufficient

numbers, or any number, to justify the build-

ing of a French-language secondary school."

This is the problem that we as legislators
are having to face. The board members
should have been informed of this. Whether
some of them were and some of them weren't,
I don't know. Quite frankly, it is pretty hard
to get all this information together. It con-
cerns me—because I am the member from the
area where the proposed school is to be built

—that we are asking 125 members of the

Legislature, who cover all of Ontario, to

decide what should be done in Essex county.
I would be very reluctant to vote on whether
we should build a new bridge over some river

down in eastern Ontario because the local

council didn't want to build it; or a school in

eastern Ontario, or the riding of the Minister
for Consumer and Commercial Relations (Mr.

Handleman) as he is looking across at me. I

am sure he wouldn't like me, if I was a
member of the government, coming in and

telling the people in his area, "I think you
better have this building built here or we
had better put a new bridge over that river."

It is a bit of a problem when you look at what
could happen if you carried this on a little

further. So that is one of the difficulties facing
school board members.

However, we can go back to 1975 when the

board did vote to build the school.

"Eventually in 1975 after much lobbying
and pressure on the part of the ministry and
the promise of a 95 per cent grant for capital

expenditures, the Essex county board voted
to build a French-language high school." This

was part of Mr. Burr's statement that he was

going to give, and I think it is worthwhile

reading into the record, Mr. Speaker. He
mentioned one of the generals who knew
how to win a victory but didn't know how to

maintain his position, and that is what we
are getting about here:

"The same might be said of the proponents
of the French high school. Having won their

campaign, the more militant members in-

creased1 their demands or requests, asking for

the addition of an auditorium at a cost of

another $500,000. When you realize that no
other secondary school under the jurisdiction

of the Essex county board has an auditorium

you can appreciate how poor a move that was
from the standpoint of public relations. Public

opinion began to build against the school,

and when the minister announced that the

capital grant would be only 77 per cent in-

stead of 95 per cent, the opposition increased.

[8:15]

"At the board meeting in February, 1976,
the leading opponent of the school project
moved a motion that would end all plan-

ning and consideration of the French high
school. Because some members still wanted
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to explore alternatives, his motion was de-
feated 6-to-12. At this point, the leading
proponent of the French school, apparently
not content to enjoy his victory and unable
to let well enough alone, made a totally un-

necessary motion that the board proceed
with the building of the school."

Just previously, two motions before, he
made a motion to build it, which went 12 to

six. But with this new vote, the vote was
nine to nine that they proceed. When they
already had a motion to build, I don't know
why he needed the motion to proceed. But

anyway, that motion was a tie vote, nine to

nine; there are eighteen people on the

board. So according to the board rules of

procedure any motion that does not receive
a majority is considered lost.

To continue the remarks prepared by Mr.
Burr: "On this technicality the school project
was halted, not as a result of bigotry but
because of a procedural blunder. Defeat
was snatched from the jaws of victory.

"Opposition to the building of the school
continued to mount."

At about the same time, as you will recall,

the then Minister of Health (Mr. F. S.

Miller) made a statement that the ministry
was closing some of the beds of a number
of hospitals, and proposed closing River-
view Hospital in Windsor. That's a chronic
care hospital. So you see, that was what was
happening along at that time. Having sat

on the regulations committee for one year,
which was a useless committee because we
had no authority to really do anything, I

see the problem created by the minister

giving grants according to regulations,
when they should be in the legislation.
Because he can change them at his whim.
And that is what he did, when he changed
the grant from 95 per cent back to 77 per
cent. He didn't have to check with the Legis-
lature. He just passed a regulation through
the executive council of the government, and
changed the grants from 95 per cent to 77
per cent. So if you can just picture yourself
sitting in the county board at a time like

that, you can see the problems you would
have with a situation like that.

At the same time, in an area where we
talk about how many are going to attend the

school, a Southam news reporter from
Toronto was sent to Windsor to cover what
he called the war between the English and
the French. Well, there has never been any
war between the English and French in

Essex county because I have lived there all

my life, that's 57 years, and I've never seen
it. I'm sure that just shows you what the

papers will print. Over the Essex County

High School, he discovered a variety of

opinions and positions, but virtually no
bigotry, to his surprise.

He interviewed most of the leading
figures in the controversy. He travelled to
Belle River High School. That's a large
high school where he said there are almost
300 francophone students. His conclusion: no
war, no hate, no bigotry. He had been en-

tirely misled by the headlines in the metro-
politan newspapers of Ontario and Quebec,
and often fed to Quebec by the CBE French
radio station and TV station in Windsor,
probably bypassing other cities on the way.
Incidentally, he had some difficulty locating
Belle River High School francophones who
expressed any enthusiasm for transferring to

a new unilingual French high school.

Three weeks earlier, CBC Radio Toronto
sent a woman reporter to Windsor on the
same mission. She fully expected to file a

report on animosity in Essex county. To her

surprise, after interviewing many people, in-

cluding the principal, she left without finding
it.

It's very difficult for a board to make a

decision under those circumstances. At the

time the board decided to build, it made
application to the village of St. Clair Beach,
where it owned 25 or 30 acres of property.
It paid $130,000 for it. But then, when the

board decided that it would build the school

there and after it made a motion to build it,

the village of St. Clair Beach passed a

resolution that it would not change the

zoning to school purposes because it did not

want an all-French school there.

It wanted to have a bilingual school or

something similar so that their children could

walk to school rather than ride the bus all

the way to Belle River, which is roughly

eight or nine miles, because Belle River

school was overcrowded. So then the board
went out to obtain other property. They
found the piece of property on what we call

County Road 42, which was then known as

Highway 2. They bought 42 acres for

$140,000.

It happens to be right in the very flight

path of "a new extended runway at the

Windsor airport. I measured it on Saturday
and I think it is one mile and eight tenths

from where the planes will be touching
down and taking off. The DC-9s go over

Jefferson Boulevard, which is used as a

thoroughfare. But when a new runway is

built apparently to the south of the present

one, that runway will extend past what we
call Jefferson Boulevard which is about 1.8

miles from the property that they have pur-
chased for the school.
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So, on the news on Friday night, of

course, this was all news, because there was

an announcement made through Mr. Lang's

office—I think on Friday afternoon last. And
Mr. Beneteau, the chairman of the French-

language advisory committee and a member
of the board was quite concerned about this,

which well he should be. What now are we

going to do? The property that they own at

St. Clair Beach is even, to some extent, in

line with the present runway that is being
used. It is in an area that's classed as a

"noise cone."

What I'm trying to get across to the

minister is that by passing this bill today
and ordering the board in 30 days to hire

an architect and start building a building,

he is asking for exactly the impossible. They'll
have no alternative but to say: "What are

we going to do? You can do it yourself.

We are not going to do it."

I'm sure they have no alternative because

where are they going to get the property?
Another thing is that the propery they bought
in Sandwich South township is not zoned
for school purposes. It's zoned for agri-

culture. There is a sewage system in that

area now, which thank goodness they can

hook on to. But I'm trying to get across to

the people here who vote on this that this

is not the way to do this, especially for 30

days.
I would like to see, and I think reason-

ableness would swing somebody here, that

at least we make this 90 days and give the

board a chance to look around. They're

going to throw up their hands in 30 days.

Did anyone here ever try to buy 25 acres of

land for a school, without knowing where it's

zoned, where there's pipeline water, where
there's sewage, or what was going to be
done with it—and do it in 30 days? You're

just giving them the impossible. It just isn't

sound logic, and I don't think we as legis-

lators should put them in that position.
I don't want to be wandering all around,

Mr. Speaker, but there are certain things
that concern me. I don't want to get into

the idea of buildings yet. On the idea of a

homogeneous school—we seem to get all the

reports back in Windsor it was always uni-

lingual, French school, and certain subjects
would be taught in English because they
were shop subjects or science or whatever
it might be.

I called a Mr. Chenier in the ministry's
office and I'm sure I wrote notes about our
conversation. I was trying to grasp some-
thing as to the problems people are having
with regard to bilingual schools, uniligual
schools and homogeneous schools.

What brought me up to it was that I got
a letter one day from a lady, a French-

speaking Canadian, who was very concerned
that I had said there were only 17 people
taking five subjects in the Belle River High
School, where we were supplying French
instructions. She said: "I don't want to have

my child taking five subjects, I want him

taking only two or three. But I want him
in a unilingual school where the adminis-

tration and speech will be in French, so

that he can retain it that way."
I told her my understanding was that

they'd have to take at least five or six. I

was under that impression. But Mr. Chenier
said they may end up taking four or five in

French, because the technical shop and
science courses are in English, but the ad-

ministration and the language carried on in

the school would be French. What, in effect,

the school ends up being is a bilingual school.

It's a little confusing.
The other thing is, the Essex county

board, when they agreed to build the school,

passed a resolution that French instructions

would be taken out of the present Belle

River High School and the Sandwich

secondary school. That means anyone who
can grasp this French in a couple of sub-

jects—if they were English-speaking, maybe,
but took French in elementary school, which

they have now in some of our elementary

schools, both public and separate, but the

public schools have been slow in getting it

in and now, I think, are starting from grade
three—they could not then go to the present

high schools and take a couple of subjects
in French. They would have to go to the

homogeneous school. Whether they would
be qualified—I've been told that they would
not likely be qualified to go to the unilingual
or homogeneous school.

These are the concerns that we have. I

stopped in the other day to a lady's house.

I won't mention her name but I had a call

from her to see her about another matter,

and as we finished discussing that subject

I asked her a question.

Mr. Deans: What was the question?

Mr. Ruston: I said, "I know you are a

very good French-speaking person. Could

you tell me what is your opinion of having
the French high school and what we call

a unilingual school?"

Mr. Deans: And the answer?

Mr. Ruston: And she said, "In our home
we have two children. We carry on all our

conversations in the home in French. They
take French in the elementary school. We
want them to take mostly English in the
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high school, so that when they go out in the

world they will be able to get a job in

Windsor, Toronto or Montreal because they
will be fluent in both languages." Because,
in their case they've carried it on in their

home.
So there again, it's a very difficult situ-

ation—where a French-speaking Canadian

family carried their language with them in

Essex county up to this time and I'm sure

will for a number of years because they keep
it in their home—and that's the only way
you're really going to keep it, I think. You
can build schools but I have a feeling unless

it's spoken in the home, it's going to be very
difficult to maintain.

I mentioned the locations of what they
have now. Now what are we going to do? Is

the minister going to go down to Essex

county or send his officials down and say,

"Go and look up a piece of property that

has a water line on it and perhaps an area

where you can get hooked into a sanitary

sewage system"? There are not many such
areas outside the towns, the House can be
sure of that.

Tecumseh, St. Clair Beach and Belle River
and this part of Sandwich South just had
theirs put in. Now the airport expansion has

put a real mess in there because they in-

tended to expand that area into residential

to help pay for the sewage system. Now
they're going to have an airport expansion
so I don't know what we'll do there. Is the
minister going to send his officials down
there? What about Ontario Municipal Board

approvals? Is he going to be able to bypass
Ontario Municipal Board approvals or is he
going to have to go through the routine of

getting zoning changes and so forth for
school purposes?

I'm asking these questions very seriously
because I think there are real problems
that can come up for whoever has to deal
with them. My goodness, if there are 400 or
500 students that want the French language,
then we can build a school for them or find

one for them. I'm all in favour of it. But
let's not go down and tell the Essex county
board they've got to have a building started
in 30 days because of the circumstances of

the airport now. The minister is just asking
for the impossible. Surely he's got to think
of something else.

[8:30]

Suppose the minister decides to go ahead?
Is he going to consult with the French-

language advisory committee as to what he's

going to build or is he going to set it up
under what he classifies as what he thinks

a school should be? They have been

meeting with the Essex County Board of

Education. Sure, they've had some problems
now and again, but that's to be expected in

any discussions that take place or agreements
to be made. None of them go smoothly all

the time. That's something that the minister,
I'm sure, is going to have to consider.

As far as other buildings being available,
I mentioned to the minister one day about
the teachers' college. Granted, I know he
said: "It's being used for a teachers' college
and we'll only have to build another build-

ing at the university." But if one considers

today, with the airport announcement being
made, I really think that he's not going to

get a better spot than right there at the
teachers' college. It's on E.C. Row, which
will be a main thoroughfare, just off Doug-
all Road going in to the city. It's not as

though it was right in downtown Windsor.
It's a building that was built in 1964 be-

cause I was at the opening of it when I

was reeve for the township of Maidstone. I

know that they had an official opening and the

Minister of Education was there at the time.

It's a building that is well suited to it. I

have all the blueprints of it here. It's got
a cafeteria. It's got a gym. It's got a court-

yard and it's got all the offices necessary. It's

got kitchen services and any number of

rooms. The minister may have to add on a

few rooms but that's certainly something
he's going to have to think about under the

circumstances now. Otherwise, he may be

years planning something else.

The other thing is that it would take two

years. Maybe this teachers' college could be
done and ready by next September. I don't

think he's going to get any building ready
But this is something that is an alternative,

this year. It's impossible now, that's certain.

There's another alternative, or so I've

been informed. I haven't looked at this build-

ing. It's the Redemption Fathers Building on

Cousineau Road and Highway 3, near St.

Clair College, which is definitely on the out-

skirts of the city. I think that was built some-
where around 1960. I'm not exactly positive

of that date but it's around that time. Ap-
parently it's not being used now to any great

extent, and may be able to be purchased for

that purpose.

I know there is a high school in Windsor
that is being closed. St. Clair College is

moving out of it. It's Patterson Collegiate.
But the problem is that it's right downtown.
There's traffic and the time involved getting
to it. I know it has auditoriums, gyms, swim-

ming pools and everything. I dont know the

condition of the building or I don't think
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I've ever been in it. If I was, it was 20 or 30

years ago. That's probably about the only
other alternative.

I just think these are things that have
made it very difficult for the board in the

county to resolve the situation. The minister's

cutting of the grants certainly has had some
effect. He may say that didn't have any-

thing to do with it. But it started to upset

quite a few things. I think the Minister of

Health probably started it all when he an-

nounced closing hospitals to cut back. I

think that had a great deal to do with it.

I just feel I've been talking in vain here

because I don't think the minister is very

receptive. I just think he's making an awful

mistake in passing a bill to order the school

board to do something in 30 days under the

circumstances that they're in. If I was on
the board, under these circumstances, I

would say: "Boy, if that's the case you'd
better find it yourself." If I was on the board
and this bill was passed under regular cir-

cumstances, I would go ahead. I wouldn't
let the minister take over from me.

I certainly understand that the board, now
being in such a bind, won't have much of

an alternative. I think the minister has to

give them at least 90 days to try to come up
with some alternative.

The other alternative is to give this bill

second reading and to appoint a select com-
mittee of this Legislature to report back here

by October 15. I know he is shaking his

head, "no," but it should report back here

by October 15 with a recommendation—and

they could do it.

They can go down to Windsor and have a

public meeting and the minister will have
both sides and everybody will stew and brew
around, but they will also look over the

situation. They will look over the alterna-

tives and the sites and so forth, and come
up with a recommendation.
He is asking here for a blank cheque. He

is asking for 125 members—there are, maybe,
40 of them in the House, which is a very
good attendance tonight considering the com-
mittee is going on, and it shows the import-
ance that people put on this—but he is

asking 125 people to make a decision that is

impossible for somebody else to carry out.

That is not fair to the Essex County Board
of Education. That's absolutely not fair at

all.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, up until a few
moments ago, I was going to use this oppor-
tunity, which was the first one I have had,
to congratulate the Deputy Speaker (Mr.
Edighoffer) on being elected to that position
and to wish him well in his almost impos-

sible task. As he has now left there, and as

I probably won't get the chance again, per-

haps you will convey that to him for me.
The debate on this bill, Mr. Speaker, has

been somewhat unusual to this time. There
has certainly been an unusual degree of

agreement. It seems to be typical of this

House on most issues that we all reach for

every argument that we can get to refute the

people in the other parties, and that we
heckle one another at every opportunity.

(But so far in this debate it has been to a

very large extent harmonious, with a degree
of agreement which is unusual in this House.

Of course, there have been some state-

ments made that are highly critical of the

government and others. The leader of the

official opposition (Mr. S. Smith) on Friday,
or at least one day last week, spoke about the

bitterness and the controversy involved in

this legislation, which requires that a French

high school be built in the Essex area. He
condemned the minister and the government
for creating that bitterness and controversy,
because he said they had procrastinated and
wouldn't take a stand and I guess I share

some of those views.

tl would also point out that the bitterness

and controversy has equally been due to the

members of the official opposition who repre-
sent that area, not giving leadership or giv-

ing wrong leadership. Just this evening the

member for Essex North-

Mr. Breithaupt: Don't start that one. Talk

to your own candidate in the area, if that is

a problem.

Mr. Swart: I will be coming to that in a

minute, Mr. Speaker, but the member for

Essex North stated, just after he rose to

speak on this issue earlier today, that he had
considered it—and I quote—"not my responsi-

bility" to get involved in this issue until some
time in the winter, or early spring. I suggest

perhaps that is not good enough for those

who have been elected to positions of leader-

ship in a community-
Interjection.

Mr. Swart: —to stay out of an issue as im-

portant as this one is. It is perhaps of some

significance that we find ourselves at this

stage at this time, because not a single or

solitary Liberal or Conservative candidate in

the recent election down there took an une-

quivocal stand on the construction of this

French high school. I want to say, Mr.

Speaker, if II may be political-

Mr. Breithaupt: Don't be political, certainly
not here. Can't have any politics—

Mr. Swart: —that I have never been so

proud of the NDP, and I have some length
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of history in the CCF and NDP, as I have
been of our members in this House-

Mr. Mancini: On a point of personal privi-

lege, Mr. Speaker, I believe I heard the hon.

member for Welland-Thorold say there was
not one Liberal or Conservative candidate

who took a stand on this issue in the last pro-
vincial election. I wonder if the hon. member
has really checked out the facts. If he had,
he would not have been able to make that

kind of a statement-

Mr. Renwick: "Unequivocal stand," he said.

Mr. Mancini: —and I am sorry to see that

he has turned this into a very political debate.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. mem-
ber has made his point.

Mr. Swart: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I took the

trouble to check it out and I stand by my
exact words that none of them took an un-

equivocal stand in favour of the French
school. I have never been so proud of the

New Democratic Party, really, as I have in

this issue.

Mr. Gaunt: It doesn't take much to stir

pride in your breast.

Mr. Swart: I have never been so proud of

anyone as I was of Michael Cassidy, back on

January 29—

Mr. Breithaupt: Was he running in that

area? There is one vote for Mike.

'Mr. Swart: —the member for Ottawa Cen-

tre, who went to that area as the official

spokesman of the NDP, and made these com-

ments, and I quote from his speech:
"Ten years ago, the Conservative govern-

ment made a commitment to French high
schools in Ontario. Implementing that com-
mitment has taken a tremendous toll of

energy and time from the francophone com-

munity because the government leaned over
backwards to accommodate anti-French local

school boards. Classes taught in French were
made mandatory whenever enough pupils
wanted them, but French high schools were
not. The Languages of Instruction Commis-
sion was established to resolve disputes be-

tween francophone parents and local school

boards, but it had no teeth. Professor Tom
Symons of Trent University became a sort of

Mr. Fix-It who kept the whole structure from

falling apart. The New Democratic Party
believes this isn't good enough. WeVe come
to the crunch in Windsor. Unless you be-

lieve that the Essex county board is going to

change, the government must change the
law and then take every action necessary to

ensure that the law is obeyed."

Mr. McKessock: What did your local can-

didate say?

Mr. Swart: He went on to say. "As soon

as the Legislature reopens, the NDP intends

to present a bill that would ensure that the

loophole is closed."

Mr. Conway: What did Fred Burr think of

that?

'Mr. Breithaupt: What did your local can-
didate say?
Mr. Swart: "The effect of our bill will be

to ensure that the French high school in

Essex county will be opened to serve your
kids by September 1978. One way or an-

other, I assure you, the law we propose will

be effective."

Mr. McKessock: And what did your local

candidate say?
Mr. Grossman: He didn't research it that

much.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.
Mr. Swart: I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker,

that that, in fact, was the turning point on
this issue. Mr. Cassidy was speaking to a

group of some 600 people, the Committee on
Action for the Secondary French School, to

which had been officially invited representa-
tives of the Liberal and Conservative parties,
who did not send members there to speak
officially for their parties. I say the stand that

he took there, on behalf of this party, pro-
vided the incentive, or maybe the threat—at
least it was the initiative that caused the gov-
ernment to act.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, on a point
of personal privilege, I wish to inform the

member that I attended that meeting but was
not asked to speak.

Mr. Roy: Get your facts straight.

Mr. Grossman: He didn't research it that

well either.

Mr. Swart: I don't think, Mr. Speaker,
that that in any way contradicts the state-

ment which I just made.

Mr. Roy: Get your facts straight.

Mr. Lewis: All parties were asked to send

people to speak, as a matter of fact.

Mr. Roy: That is not what he said, he

didn't say that.

Mr. Breithaupt: It wasn't what his local

candidate said, either, but if he wants to go
on that way, he can.

IMr. Rotenberg: Where were your members
for Windsor?

Mr. Grossman: They were busy.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, as has been

stated, all parties were asked officially to

send speakers. It was the NDP which ans-

wered that request, and did send Michael

Cassidy who made the firm statement there.
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I was also never so proud of being a mem-
ber of this party as when the member for

Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes) spoke on this

issue in late April. I recall there was not a

single interjection from members of this

House when she spoke in favour of it. I sug-

gest that was the kind of speech, and I think

most members will agree, which will be

quoted in this House decades hence.

Also, I can't help but be exceedingly proud
of the member for Windsor-Sandwich (Mr.

Bounsall), who was unequivocal in his stand

against all the opposition to the school down
there. Because of taking a stand and standing

up for what he believed, I think he captured

something like 54 per cent of the vote. I

think the important thing is that whether he

got 54 per cent or 24 per cent he was pre-

pared to take a stand on this issue. I suggest
that it is the stand taken by this party that

is one of the main reasons that we have this

bill before us here today.

[8:45]

Mr. Breithaupt: That is not true either.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Dreamer.

Mr. Conway: Are you seconding Cassidy's

nomination?

Mr. Swart: I would like to. Perhaps now,
Mr. Speaker, I will be—

Mr. Breithaupt: What is the second prize?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Welland-Thorold only.

Mr. Swart: I'm sure that would be the best

thing for the other parties that could happen.

Mr. Roy: That is the only part of your

speech I support.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I'm taking part
in this debate because I'm sure, as we all

agree—

•Mr. Grossman: I don't like your speech.

Mr. Grande: You're speaking on this,

Larry?

Mr. Swart: —this bill speaks to some pretty

important and basic principles in our society
at this time—like whether we're really inter-

ested in keeping Canada together and wheth-
er we mean to maintain the French language
and culture in this province.
Of much less importance, I want to speak

on this bill because, Mr. Speaker, I'm en-

deavouring without a great deal of success

to learn French. J'ai suivi un cours en francais

aussi durant septembre dernier pour deux
semaines—en Janvier et en mars aussi. Je
continue en septembre, mais c'est difficile a

mon age.

Mr. Maeck: Now you want us to educate

you.

Mr. Rotenberg: You are almost as good as

Diefenbaker.

Mr. Swart: It is also difficult, because the

government of this province doesn't seem to

be greatly concerned at this stage about
whether the members of this House are able

to speak the second language in this province.
I'm not sure whether all members here know
that although some years ago they promoted
courses in French for the members of this

House—I think there were some seven mem-
bers who started to take those courses—that
at this time the Board of Internal Economy
won't even pay the fee-

Mr. Lewis: Did you say eternal or internal?

Mr. Swart: —won't even pay the fee for

members of this House to attend a course in

French.

I feel, too, that I have an obligation to

speak on this bill because in my area we're a

long way down the road in the operation of

a French-language secondary school. I say
that our experience in the city of Welland

ought to allay any fears there are in Windsor
or Essex or for that matter elsewhere in this

province.
The crux of this bill, of the issue, is whether

the French language and culture is going to

be maintained in the Essex-Windsor area.

Really, that's what the French secondary
school means and nothing less than that. I

think many of us at least would agree that if

the French language and culture are to be
maintained there or any place else in Ontario,
each succeeding generation has to be raised

in a French environment. The home is a big

part of that. The church plays some part in

it, although perhaps not as much as formerly.
The caisse populaire plays a part, and I sug-

gest that is one very important reason that we
should have the new Act translated into the

French language instead of only a summary
of it.

But I guess most of all it is the school that

determines whether a language and a culture

are going to continue. You can't do it by
French courses in anglophone secondary or

elementary schools. I say very sincerely that

those who oppose, or want to delay—and

that's usually another way of opposing—the

French school in Essex are wittingly or un-

wittingly trying to assure that the French

language and the culture will die. It's no less

than that if we don't get this French secon-

dary school. I think it is important to recog-

nize that.

It is important to recognize, too, that this

bill does not shove French down anyone's
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throat. The member for Essex North also said

words to the effect that he understood that

taking French should be a free choice, not
one of confrontation or divisiveness. I suggest
to you, Mr. Speaker, that such free choice is

not there unless we have that French school,
and when that school is there then the people
have the free choice. There is nothing shoved
down anyone's throat, as has been said here
a number of times. It is entirely optional
whether the children go to that school, and
it is not in any way being shoved down any-
one's throat.

I want to deal very briefly with the argu-
ment put forward by those in opposition to

the school that it will escalate costs. I checked

very briefly, and granted it is only a sample
of some of the areas where they have French

secondary schools and some of the areas

where they don't, but the costs do not appear
to be any higher, or very little higher, where

they have the French secondary schools.

Perhaps the best example of this is from my
own area, where we have the French secon-

dary school in the Niagara South Board of

Education. To the north, in the northern half

of the Niagara Peninsula, there is the Lincoln

Board of Education, which does not have a

French secondary school. The expenditures
for secondary school students in those areas

are $1,768 per pupil in Niagara South and

$1,765 in Lincoln.

In Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry, the

expenditures there where they have their

French school is $1,816. In Leeds and Gren-

ville, where they don't have a French secon-

dary school, it is $1,685.

In Sudbury, where they have a French

secondary school, the expenditure is $1,826.
In the Lakehead, where they don't have it,

it is $1,877, or higher.

Although granted those figures only repre-
sent a few of the boards in this province,

they are not selective and they have been

picked just at random. Further, Mr. Speaker,
I checked the equalized mill rate from some
of the areas where they have French-lan-

guage schools—Stormont, Dundas, Glengarry;

Niagara South; Sudbury; Penetang. I also

checked those where they don't have them—
Lincoln, Waterloo, Middlesex and Thunder

Bay. When I averaged out the equalized mill

rate, believe it or not, I found they were
identical. A coincidence, of course. But, it

was 7.43 mills in the ones which have the

French-language secondary schools and 7.43

where they don't have them. I think it can be
said with some validity that the exitra assis-

tance given to the French secondary schools

—and, for that matter to the French elemen-

tary schools—means that the cost to local tax-

payers does not increase merely because the

French language is taught there.

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, that the history
of French-language schools in Welland proves
that they are beneficial. They are not divisive,

they don't increase local costs, and they are

wholly acceptable. Perhaps it was because of

this that the minister decided to appoint Mr.
R. A. McLeod to do the study in the Essex-
Windsor area. As he said, and I entirely

agree, they couldn't have picked a better

person.

Just briefly, to give you a little of the his-

tory of the French school there, the private
French elementary school was established in

the 1920s. In the early '30s it was taken into

the public system without any real contro-

versy. Then there was a large influx of people
from Quebec in the late '30s and the early
'40s. That one school grew into four elemen-

tary schools and a private French high school

run by the Sacred Heart parish. There was a
new private high school built in 1966. It was

bought by the school board in 1968 and
taken into the public school system. There
was not, and I repeat there was not, a ripple
of opposition to that when it was done. There
was no objection from a single member of

the school board. There was no objection from
a single member of council and there wasn't

even a letter to the editor opposing that when
it was taken over and that high school put
into the public system. Now there are approxi-

mately 1,300 in the French elementary schools

and about 800 in the secondary, fully compo-
site French school where they teach academic,

technical and vocational subjects.

This school has been totally accepted, I

suggest, because it is wholly desirable.

There is a French library now in the school,

open for adults and open on certain even-

ings, which is associated with the main
Welland library. There is a tennis court

there. There is a continuing course in

French for adults and there are some 600

people enrolled now in that course.

Teachers come from the other schools—not

just from that board, but from other boards—

to see what is taking place in that area.

Other boards buy education, including the

Lincoln board which has about 75 students

in that French high school.

Even some of the students who go through
the elementary anglophone schools, if they
can pass the test, are switching to the French

high school. I suggest it is working and

working well. In our area some two years

ago we had what we called a backlash com-

mittee formed in opposition to the bilingual

district. I can say to you, Mr. Speaker, that

the schools are so well accepted that that
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backlash committee didn't even attack the

French schools in that area.

The point I want to make in the Welland

example is twofold. First, once it's there, it's

acceptable. Secondly, with even such an
asset to French language and French culture,

it is still somewhat difficult to perpetuate
it in by and large an anglophone com-

munity. The principal and the teachers in

that school tell me that it is difficult. Some-

times, even though the students are being
taught in the French language and even

though there is almost a total French en-

vironment, they will lapse into the English

language at noon hour and at other times.

I point that out because I want to say as

forcefully as I can that if we are going to

maintain French language and the French
culture even in an area where there is a

fairly large percentage of francophones, we
can do it by nothing less than having French

elementary schools and French high schools.

In conclusion, let me say that the govern-
ment in its delay and the opposition in its

past waffling and its members' attitudes in

Windsor have, I think, underestimated

public opinion generally. I am convinced that

the public of this province now at least are
in favour of us proceeding with French edu-
cation and the French high schools where
there is a fairly substantial percentage of

the population who are French-speaking. I

suggest that in five or 10 years from now
everyone will be asking down in the

Windsor-Essex area what all the fuss was
about. They will be saying that Windsor
and Essex have a fuller life and are better

communities because they have the French
high school.

Hon. Mr. Brunolle: It is with great en-
thusiasm that I rise to support Bill 3. At
the outset, may I say I firmly believe that

every Canadian, whether English- or

French-speaking, should have equal oppor-
tunity to be educated in the language of his

or her choice. I am happy to see that after

many years of effort the Franco-Ontarian
students of Essex county in Windsor will

benefit from the same educational services

that Franco-Ontarians enjoy in many other

parts of the province, including my own
riding of Cochrane North.

[9:00]

I am delighted that my wife and I were
able to assist our four children to choose a

language of instruction of their own choice.

Kelly and Louis are attending Cite des

Jeunes, a French-language high school in

Kapuskasing, while Pierre and Suzanne are

attending English-language high schools.

An editorial in the Toronto Star on April

22, 1977, suggests, "By treating its French-

language-speaking minority fairly, Ontario

has the opportunity to help persuade the

people of Quebec they don't need to break

up Canada to preserve their own society and
culture." It goes on to say that Ontario

must "demonstrate that the fate of the

French minorities outside Quebec is not

necessarily assimilation . . . we must show
that the French fact is not merely acceptable,
but a vital part of Ontario life.'

There has been much misunderstanding
over the aims of French instruction programs
in the province of Ontario. It is trite to

comment that the world is rapidly shrink-

ing due to the increasing opportunity and in-

deed necessity to travel. Governments have

to be aware of the need to assist in breaking
down the traditional linguistic barriers. We
could learn a lesson from the European com-

munity where the opportunity to absorb a

second or even a third language is built into

the educational system. By the age of 11,

their children are benefiting from multi-

language training. For instance, in addition

to their own language in Germany, Portugal

and Spain, they learn French and English;

in Belgium, French and Dutch; in Switzer-

land, French, German and Italian, and in the

Netherlands, English, French and German.

Too many Canadians still consider lan-

guages as obstacles to understanding and not,

as many other countries on earth do, as op-

portunities to communicate with fellow human

beings on a more intimate and satisfying

level. It seems long past time when Can-

adians had a look at their linguistic good
fortune in a world context. Any healthy

English-French relationship in Canada must

rest on the obvious fact that history has

made us the beneficiaries of the two world

languages. Believe it or not, half a billion

people in the world use either English or

French as their official language.

Tell anybody else in the world about

our difficulties in sensibly developing our full

linguistic heritage, and you will see smiJes

of disbelief. Ask any other person how much
he would give to have one world language as

his mother tongue. Ask anybody, except a

Canadian or, I should add, an American,

and you will find that knowing a second

and, good heavens, even a third language
is thought of as a marvellous advantage.

Let's not spend so much time persistendy

reassuring English Canadians that the incorp-

oration of French into our heritage would do

them no real harm. Instead, let's make them

see the benefits that language acceptance can



JULY 11, 1977 681

bring to all Canadians. It is very important,
in my view, that every child attending On-
tario schools be given the opportunity to

learn our country's two official languages. I

find it most encouraging that the Ministry
of Education is taking very positive steps

to ensure that this opportunity will be of-

fered to the students of this province. Such
a policy will over the years promote greater

regional, national and international under-

standing and awareness.

Mr. Roy: What took so long?

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: May I quote from the

report of Mr. McLeod, the mediator in the

Essex French-language school matter? "The

place for both English and French to learn

the second language of our country is in the

school. It is now perfectly clear that it can-

not be done efficiently elsewhere. The coun-

try's experience in trying to do so outside

the regular school system-
Mr. Reid: Not even in the civil service.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: "—has proven enorm-

ously costly to the taxpayers and the results

are not satisfactory."

In this report the mediator answers the

question: Why a French-language school?

He said: "The question has been raised

many times in the discussions as to the need
for a French-language school in a predomin-
antly English-language community, such as

Essex county, particularly where those who
are of French extraction in the main are

bilingually English and French. In addition,

it is argued that the francophone community
has existed all this time without a French-

language secondary school.

"It is not necessary to deal exhaustively
with the whole question of need in this

report as the board has heard the argument
many times. However, I propose as a back-

ground for my conclusions to address some
comment on some of the very practical and

significant reasons for the demand for a

French-language secondary school at this

point in time.

"The two languages, English and French,
and their respective cultures were given
equal status officially in this country in 1969,
supported unanimously by all parties. In

1969, French was made an official language
of instruction in Ontario, supported again by
all three parties. These facts are being recog-
nized and given expression in practical ways
more than ever, both provincially and feder-

ally.

"French settlements were the earliest

white settlements in this part of the province.

Throughout the long history of this region
the French have contributed substantially to

the development of the area. Now the franco-

phone community sees its language and cul-

ture threatened as never before. Therefore,
it feels strongly that a secondary school con-

ducted on the most efficient basis possible
is essential if the struggle for the mainte-

nance of its language is to be successful.

"In the [Windsor-Essex] elementary
schools, there are approximately 3,000 stu-

dents in French-language classes. After grade
eight at the present time they cannot con-
tinue in a school environment similar to that

they have enjoyed unless it is in the private
school sector. Based on authoritative studies

on the matter, the French-language skills

they have acquired will not be strengthened
and. developed as necessary in an English-

language school. At the same time, based on

experience elsewhere, qualified anglophone
students, too, who desire to become accom-
plished in the use of the French language
for a variety of reasons will seek admission
to the school.

"The cultural opportunities provided by
such a school are [most] important. How-
ever, a French-language school in this com-
munity will1 do a great deal more than that.

It will provide education essential for career

opportunities for both anglophone and

francophone students. Opportunities in gov-

ernment, in industry and in commerce more
and more are available to applicants who
are bilingual. Other areas in the province
are providing education to equip students

for those opportunities. The sons and daugh-
ters in the Windsor-Essex area should expect
similar educational opportunities here."

And let me stress the point, Mr. Speaker,
that the Essex county French-language
secondary school will not—and I repeat will

not—be a unilingual school as some are er-

roneously claiming. Students graduating
from that school will be fully bilingual.
The ministerial commission on French-

language secondary education writes as fol-

lows in regard to the objective of a French-

language school: "The objective of the

French-language school is to provide a

process whereby French-speaking students

in Ontario will be taught in their own lan-

guage and, at the same time, be equipped
with a knowledge of English and the capa-

city to live and work in a predominantly
anglophone province without abandoning
their identity and culture."

d would like to commend the Minister of

Education for the very detailed presentation
he gave of the events leading to tho legisla-
tion before us during second reading of this

bill in April of this year. As was explained
to the House, many avenues of mediation
had been used to deal with this problem. As
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was suggested by the minister, we are acting
now as final mediators in that debate and I

hope that our decision will be unanimous.
As a Franco-Ontarian, I would like to

comment on certain remarks that were made
in the House during the debate on this bill.

The Minister of Education stated that much
of the problem stems from a misunderstand-

ing of what French-language schools are all

about. I fully agree with that statement.

The title of French-language schools may
have led people to believe that these schools

do not adequately prepare their students to

live in an English-speaking environment.
This has never been the case. In these

schools, English is taught, and very thorough-
ly, and as the recent Interface report states,

the students coming out of French-language
high schools have a good command of

English.

Hn his remarks dealing with the history of

French-language education in this province,
the Minister of Education said on April 22,

1977, that on the very first opening of the

Legislative Assembly in 1793, French lan-

guage was mentioned for use in the western
district of the province.

I would like to add that the question of

French-language secondary school education
in Essex is not new. It was first raised in

Sandwich (Windsor) in 1828. The Legislative

Assembly set up a commission, of which Mr.
Robert Baldwin, who was later to become
Prime Minister of Canada, was a member.

Mr. Reid: And we still haven't resolved it.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: In the journal of the

Legislative Assembly of 1830, page 137, Mr.
J. A. Wilkinson, from Sandwich, comments
on the proposed site for a school-

Mr. Reid: Sad commentary on the educa-
tional system.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: "Les habitants du Can-
ton de Sandwich sont principalement des
Canadiens Francais. Et n'eusse-je d'autres

raisons pour ce faire, cette contingence, a
elle seule, m'inciterait a coter hautement
I'emplacement actuel de l'ecole du district.

Je tiens beaucoup a encourager les jeunes
Canadiens francais a s'instruire. Je regrette
d'ajouter qu'en aucune circonstance n'aie-je
entendu dire que, soit les conseillers scolaires
soit le conseil [general] de l'education, aient
fait le moindre effort en ce sens, et, en quel-
ques occasions, j'ai meme appris qu'ils
avaient agi en sens contraire."

Mr. Reid: Plus ca change, plus c'est la

meme chose.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: Mr. Speaker, for those
who have may have missed the odd word:

"The residents of the county of Sand-

wich are mainly French Canadians. Had I no
other reasons, I think that the school has to

remain in that location. I hold dear to heart

to encourage French Canadians to get an

education. I regret to add that in no

circumstance have I heard that either the

school trustees, or the General Council of

Education, had done whatsoever to foster

education among French Canadians and on
some occasions, I have learned that steps

were taken to the opposite."

Mr. Reid: One hundred years later.

Hon. Mr. Brunelle: The conclusions of the

commission set up in 1828 revealed two

things: One, that French Canadians of Upper
Canada in the 1820s, and indeed, the

English-speaking Canadians, desired the best

education possible for their children. Two,
that the district schools (in Sandwich, espe-

cially at the secondary level) did not, in 1830,

respond to the aspirations of the francophone
population.
These excerpts are taken from pages 80

to 87 of the book by Arthur Godbout,
L'Origine des Ecoles Francaises Dans l'On-

tario (The Origin of French Schools in

Ontario).

As a Franco-Ontarian, proud of my heri-

tage, I would like to invite the population
of Essex, through its elected representatives,
to recognize and enthusiastically support a

request that was first voiced 145 years ago.
There have also been active French Cana-
dian communities in the city of Windsor and
in Essex county. For over a century, they
have not had equality of opportunity for

French language education, yet they have
survived.

Louis Hemon, the well-known French-
Canadian author of the book entitled Maria

Chapdelaine published in 1916, says of

French Canadians: "Ces gens sont d'une race

qui ne sait pas mourir." ("These people are

of a race that does not know how to die.")

We must encourage their survival as it will

help to ensure the survival of our country.

Times have changed, attitudes have evolved.

The province of Ontario has done a great
deal in the last 10 years to meet the educa-

tional aspirations of Franco-Ontarians. Franco-

phones in the Essex region were the first to

request a French secondary school and yet

they are still deprived of it. In the name of

fair play, of historical rights, for the people
who helped build this part of our province,
I urge this House to unanimously support
Bill 3.

I would also ask the citizens of Essex to

grant their French-speaking fellow citizens
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their long-standing request. The French

Canadians of this area have been citizens

of good standing within the community.

They have contributed to the wealth of the

region. They have lived in harmony with

their neighbours.
In closing, I would sincerely hope the

building of this school will foster greater

understanding among the population of

Essex and Windsor and that the people

responsible for secondary education in that

area shall, by their goodwill and "accueil,"

make a success of the new French-language

high school. Also, the passage of this bill

will help to promote national unity. It will

make our neighbours in la belle province
aware that French-speaking Canadians living

in Ontario can educate their children in

either of the two official languages of this

country.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, before I speak
on Bill 3 may I first take the opportunity
to welcome back the leader of the third

party from Florida and tell him that he looks

fit and well-tanned and I hope he enjoyed
himself while he was down there resting.

Mr. Nixon: The NDP have missed him too.

Mr. Roy: I just can't count the leader-

ship candidates on that side now.

Mr. Lewis: It's a good job.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I rise to make
my contribution to the debate concerning
Bill 3, An Act to require The Essex County
Board of Education to provide a French-

language Secondary School. This bill has

caused me a great deal of concern—not only

myself, as the representative for the riding of

Essex South, but all of the people from the

riding, all of the people from the county
and from Windsor in general. Also, we can't

ignore or forget the turmoil that the school

issue and the bill has caused the Essex

County Board of Education.

[9:15]

I say with all the sincerity I can muster
the people of Essex county are not bigots.

They do not want to deprive the French

population or any other segment of society
in the county or in the city of any of their

rights. The people of Essex county in Wind-
sor ask for a little common sense. They ask
that all of the subjects and concerns that

they have brought to me as their member be
considered.

I can say to you, Mr. Speaker, that the

opposition to the construction of this school

has been long and profound. The opposition
has come from all segments of society there;

from local elected officials, from the Essex

county ratepayers and from ordinary citizens.

I just might like to put on the record that

the local elected officials of Tecumseh, Leam-

ington, Kingsville, Amherstburg and many
other parts of the community have registered

their objection to the construction of this

school, not because they want to deprive

anyone of the opportunity to learn French,
but for exactly the opposite reason. They
want to ensure that all the citizens of the

area have the opportunity to learn French.

These groups have been frustrated at al-

most every turn. They have been frustrated

by an unyielding French action committee
and have been cast aside with complete dis-

regard by the Minister of Education. I can

tell you, Mr. Speaker, I have heard on more
than one occasion that the Essex county
school board has tried to meet with the Min-

ister of Education to give him their point of

view but unfortunately it seems that he never

had the time to meet with them. That's what

they told me. If it's wrong, please correct

the record.

Also, I might say that last spring we had

representatives from three towns in the county
of Essex. They were able to get in to see the

leader of the third party and they were able

to come in and see the leader of the official

opposition. But they were not able to see the

Minister of Education. He had his parlia-

mentary assistant meet with them. I say to

the House that the ministry has the obliga-

tion to meet every organization on a matter

as important as the construction of this

school.

Mr. Speaker, just let me say that I believe

there are nearly 40 mixed schools here in the

province of Ontario. I put this question to the

Minister of Education: Is he going to phase
out those mixed schools? Is he going to imple-

ment French-language schools in all of those

areas where the population in those areas is

much greater, as far as the francophone com-

munity is concerned, than in the area of

Essex county? Why is Essex county, with a

francophone population of around 10 per

cent, going to get a French-language school

when there are 40 other mixed schools in

the province serving areas with a greater

French population? Why is this happening?
I hope the minister can explain this later on.

The Essex county board is faced with a

great many concerns on this issue. They are

faced with the concern of constructing a new
building when they know the enrolment is

going down. They are faced with the concern

of the ever-increasing school taxes. They are

faced with the concern of having their local

autonomy completely destroyed by a bill, the
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likes of which I have never seen. They are

faced with the concern of closing the French

unit courses in both Belle River and Sand-

wich West Secondary. I 'believe in Belle

River there are 287 students in the French

unit and in Sandwich West there are approxi-

mately 95 students.

The Essex County Board of Education is

concerned. They are concerned about the

opportunity to give French-language educa-

tion to those students in those two units.

I would just like to mention, as has already

been mentioned, approximately only 10 per
cent of those students is taking more than

four courses in French.

This reminds me of something that Mr.

Levesque is doing in Quebec. In effect, he is

saying: "Forget about all the French people
outside of Quebec. If they really wanted to

be French, they would come and live in

Quebec." I believe this is comparable to

what the Minister of Education is doing in

Essex county. He is saying: "Let's forget
about all of the students who want to take

two and three courses in French. Let's only
be concerned with the people who want to

take five or more courses in French."

It's the object of this Legislature, and that

ministry, to give French-language education

to all the students of Essex county in Wind-
sor, not just the ones who want to take more
than five subjects. What's going to happen
to those students? I was talking to the mayor
of Tecumseh, Mayor Don Lappan, who hap-
pens to be French himself, and he has ex-

pressed this concern to me. He says he wants

his children to take two or three courses in

French, and they do too. But they do not

want to go to a French-language school,

where just about all their courses are in

French. The minister is depriving them of

that opportunity.
Not only that, I think all of us here in

this assembly are going to have to come to

terms with this issue: If we really want the

French language to prosper here in Ontario

and outside of the French province of Que-
bec, let's start teaching non-French-speaking
people French. That's the only way the min-
ister is going to do it, if it is his objective
to give equal education opportunity to all.

I have tried to keep myself abreast of

what the Essex County Board of Education
has been doing on the French issue itself,

and I have talked on a great many occasions
with my board member, Mr. Phil Smith
from Amherstburg, who has conveyed to me
the feeling of the Essex county board. That
is that the board is prepared and willing to

expand all of its French education, for all

of the students of Essex county. What more

can we ask from a board? What more can
we ask from a board that says it is willing
to expand its program in all of the schools?

I would like to add that just the other day
in the Windsor Star I read a report that said

the Essex County Board of Education was
one of the first boards in the province, and
probably the most aggressive board, to try
to get funds from the government so it

could expand its French education under the
new program the Minister of Education out-

lined last spring.

Basically, I oppose Bill 3 for two reasons.

One I believe the construction of the new
French school is an unnecessary, costly ex-

penditure; and two, and more importantly, I

believe the board, with help from the Minis-

try of Education, should take steps to

ensure there is equal opportunity for all

students to learn French.

The only way to do that in a very common-
sense way and approach is to have more
French units in all the secondary schools in

Essex County—have French units in Leaming-
ton and in Amherstberg and elsewhere, so

we don't have to bus students all over the

place and so the students can take two
courses in French if they want to, or five

if they want to. Don't burden them with a

school that will be able to support only the

elite French,
I cannot rise on this issue without making

a few comments about the Minister of

Education. I really find it funny, almost

amusing, that almost a week-
Mr. Foulds: If something is funny, how

can it be almost amusing?
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The

hon. member will continue his remarks and

ignore the interjections.

Mr. Mancini: —that the Minister of

Education would come to Essex county and
Windsor only a few days after the staff of

the Essex county board had presented to

the board five proposals for them to choose

one and take action. I don't think it's neces-

sary for me to repeat the five proposals.
I'm sure they have already been put on the

record by some of my colleagues here in

this assembly. But why wouldn't the minister

wait and let the board decide on one of these

proposals and help it along?

Why should he go to Windsor and Essex

county and tell them he's going to twist

arms, he doesn't care what decision they

make, and he's going to construct a French-

language school? Those few short statements

that the Minister of Education made about

forcing the construction of the school no
matter what the board decided on were

probably some of the most destructive com-
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ments made in the whole issue of this

French-language school debate.

It's not very often that members of the

assembly rise, on a certain issue, not in

support of their party or their party leader.

But just let me say this about my party
leader. I have to congratulate him for having
the courage to tell me and other members of

this caucus that because of the nature of this

legislation and because of the turmoil that

it has caused in Essex county and Windsor,
we could be free to vote with our conscience.

There's no other leader here in this assembly
who can say that. Also, I cannot rise without

mentioning that my leader was the only one
to come into Essex county to face the people
head on about this issue.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Head on is exactly
the right word.

Mr. Mancini: I believe it certainly was
the responsibility of the Premier of this

province—

Hon. B. Stephenson: To play tennis?

Mr. Mancini: —who is crushing local

autonomy and who had created such a
furor with his program in the area to come
to Essex county the same way that my
leader did and meet the confrontation and
the people who were concerned head on.

Mr. Nixon: What games do you play,
Bette?

Mr. Mancini: Mr. Speaker, I say I'm quite
satisfied with my position—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not the same kind

you do, Robert, thank God.

Mr. Mancini: —and if the Minister of

Labour would just let me wind up, Mr.

Speaker-
Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The

hon. members will refrain from interjecting.
It's out of order.

Mr. Laughren: It is difficult.

Mr. Mancini: I would just like to say I

feel comfortable with my position. I think

it's reasonable. If some of the members of

this House have time to come to Essex

county, they'll really be able to meet the fine

people there and understand they're not

bigots. They're fine people, and their

motive is to give French education to all.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I rise to

make a few comments on Bill 3, An Act to

require The Essex County Board of Educa-
tion to provide a French-language Secondary
School. I had intended to make quite sub-

stantial comments concerning this piece of

legislation. But as the history of the struggle
of the French-speaking minority in the prov-
ince of Ontario to attain equal linguistic

rights has been well enunciated by previous
speakers, I shall curtail my remarks.

[9:30]

I could read into the record parts of The
Education Act, 1974, section 255. But all of
that section is very familiar to everyone
concerned. I regret very much that today,

July 11, we have before us a bill that forces

an elected school body to do something the

collected majority judgement of its member-
ship refuses to do. Here we, as members of

this Legislature, are telling the Essex county
school board, in this instance, that local

autonomy does not exist.

Yet the minister could easily have avoided
the introduction of this piece of legislation if

he had taken into consideration recommenda-
tion 33(e) of the Symons report, just as

had been mentioned by my colleague, the

member for Ottawa East. I hope the Minister

of Education will look into the bill that was
introduced by the member for Ottawa East
so that in the future such legislation as is

before us today will never have to be intro-

duced again.

The problem in the Essex county area

could have been easily resolved had the Min-
ister of Education changed his attitude in

the approach to the whole question. He made
mention of twisting arms. He told the board

they were to do as he sort of instructed

them to do. You just don't get people to

cooperate when you attempt to coerce.

No one ever can make friends and influ-

ence people with the approaches used by the

Minister of Education when he at first came
into the county. All he had to do was simply
tell the board that the grant was restored

to 95 per cent, and allow them to make their

own decision. But when you make the deci-

sion for them, and tell them that they are to

rubber-stamp your wish, almost anyone who
is confronted with a situation like that will

react in the opposite way
As a result, the members of the Essex

county school board just could not accept
that type of an approach by the Minister of

Education. He attempted to force them to do

as he wished, rather than allow them to make
their own collective judgement as to whether

they should or should not have built the

school under the 95 per cent grant ceiling.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You asked me to do that

all the time, Bernie.

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Minister, you came
down there and made mention, and we saw it

on television, that you were going to twist

arms and that they were going to do this

rather than you simply telling them, "Now
look, the grants have been restored to 95
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per cent, think it over." But don't tell them,
"You either support this or don't—"

Hon. Mr. Wells: We've been trying for

five years-

Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Minister, you had the

chance for one more attempt there to con-

vince the board, yet you refused to take

advantage of that.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. minister will not interrupt the hon.

member for Windsor-Walkerville.

Mr. B. Newman: You wanted to have your

way only in this case rather than letting the

collective judgement of that board of educa-

tion make the decision.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You vote against the bill.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. B. Newman: I am fairly certain, in my
discussions with the various members of the

board, that they would have gone along with

what you wanted to do, but not with what

you tried to force them to do. They are con-

siderate people. They listen to reason and

they would have accepted that.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You are twisting their

arms.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. minister will refrain from interrupting.

Mr. Conway: Throw him out.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Good. Then I can go
home. You vote against the bill, Bernie.

Mr. B. Newman: The separate school board

attempted to resolve these issues. Back in

October 1974 they passed a resolution. I'll

read only one portion of that resolution: "Be
it resolved that the Essex County Roman
Catholic Separate School Board advise the

Minister of Education that it would be will-

ing to: (1) Build and operate a French-

language secondary school in Essex county."

They would have resolved the problem for

the minister.

They were so determined that back on
March 21, 1977—three years later; that is this

year—they once again petitioned. Their reso-

lution was: "Be it resolved that the Essex

County Roman Catholic Separate School
Board petition the Legislature of the province
of Ontario to take legislative action to permit
the Essex County Roman Catholic Separate
School Board to construct and operate a

French-language secondary school so that the

rights of the French Canadians residing in

Essex county may no longer be denied and

delayed."

They've asked the government to take legis-
lative action and it could have taken legisla-
tive action-

Mr. Nixon: What was the matter with that

alternative?

Mr. B. Newman: —so that we wouldn't
have had the problems that we are con-

fronted with today.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Oh, come on, you know
why we couldn't do that.

Mr. Roy: Why?
Mr. B. Newman: I really think that that

could have gone a long way to resolving the

problem.
Hon. Mr. Wells: Because it means expan-

sion of aid.

Mr. Roy: What's wrong with that?

Mr. Lewis: That is against government
policy.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You are in favour of it;

we are not.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. B. Newman: Right along I have been

in favour of the provision of French-language
instruction.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You are in favour of ex-

panding grants; we are not.

Mr. B. Newman: 1 would even go so far as

to say, "Construct a French-language school

but with one condition." The condition is

simply that existing facilities be investigated
first before we go ahead and construct the

school. If the minister finds there are not the

facilities available, then he has no alterna-

tive. We haven't looked into that at all. We've

completely neglected the idea that her© are

facilities in the community worth looking at.

I am not saying they are satisfactory. I

don't know. The facility would have to be

satisfactory to the French-speaking popula-
tion in the county, to the Essex county school

board and as well as to those who are going
to use the facilities that is, those wishing to

have French as the language of instruction.

I've maintained that stand at all times.

Back in February 1976, I was asked about it

by a Windsor Star reporter.

Mr. McClellan: He has no stand here.

Mr. B. Newman: I had made mention that

I am in favour of using an existing facility for

the school rather than going into substantial

outlay of funds, especially since most of the

students would have to be bussed to the new
school in any event. 1 am still of that same

opinion. I will support the bill because I

don't think there are facilities available, but

I think there is an obligation on the part of

the ministry to try to find out if there are

facilities available.

Mr. McClellan: It is a brand new school.
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Mr. B. Newman: Two come into my mind

immediately. One is Patterson Collegiate
which is now being phased out, and I know
there may be some legislative complications
in the taking over of Patterson Collegiate.
There is likewise the teachers' college that

has been mentioned.
Patterson Collegiate, even though it is an

old scrool—and I happen to be a graduate of

that school—has a swimming pool, a gymna-
sium, and an auditorium. I doubt all those

three facilities are available in any of the

schools in our community, or, if they are

available, it is in maybe one or two schools.

I think there is an obligation on the part
of the ministry to find out if there are facili-

ties that can be used before we go into the

constructing of a new school. I don't think

we should hold up the planning because I

don't think it would take much longer than

maybe a month or so to explore the possi-
bilities. Only after that, if we find we
cannot get satisfactory facilities, should we
go into the construction of a new school.

I would recommend to the minister that

he read the July 8 editorial of the Windsor
Star. It points out the position very accurately
and very forcefully. The county school

board, facing expenditures forced on it by
the Legislature, owes it to the taxpayers to

investigate the possibility of finding some
economies by using an existing building. If

no building is available, then construct the

school.

Mr. Conway: I too would like to rise with
other hon. members to participate in this

very important debate on the matter of

Bill 3. It is, I think, and as my hon.

colleague from Ottawa East has so elo-

quently outlined, a genuine tragedy that we
stand in this assembly in 1977 reliving what
is for those of us who know anything of

Ontario's past the very familiar and tragic
tale of French-language education in this

province.

The precedents set very recently in Stur-

geon Falls and Cornwall I think most loudly
ring in the not too distant past. I listened

to the minister and I listened to others here

today and I think this debate, while bringing
forward a certain degree of conflicting

opinion, has educated, I hope, all of us. It

has me, speaking from my own point of

view.

I don't want to return to the level estab-

lished by my colleague from Welland-

Thorold, but in terms of this particular bill,

I would suggest the reason for the character
of Bill 3 as put before us this year is like

much of the legislation that has rendered
this very sensitive matter so very contro-

versial over the years preceding 1977—it is

the very political climate in which it was
considered. I maintain that it was the

minority government circumstance of 1976,
heightened obviously—and justifiably—by the

circumstances of November 15, 1976 that
have produced this particular bill. It has in it,

I think, a considerable amount of repugnant
quality—not so much in its direction but in

its implementation. That is why I think
we've got this kind of bill, because the

government opposite, never insensitive to the

political realities of its situation, decided in

the minority government climate preceding
the election of 1977 to take a very political
stance.

I just want to say, as someone who comes
from a rather long line of Ontario politics
with specific reference to this kind of an

issue, that Bill 3 stands as very typical of

the attitude that the Ontario Tory mentality
stands for. This kind of situation has been
let boil to this extent for those good reasons

put forward by my friends the members for

Ottawa East, Essex North, Essex South and
Windsor-Walkerville. It is not untypical of

what the Ontario Tory mentality has had to

offer, not only to Franco-Ontarians in the

past but I dare say and I happily extend

that to the separate school legislation.

Minorities have not always been the favourite

of the Ontario Tory mentality.
One of the things I'm afraid some of us

have not given full appreciation to—and I

don't restrict this to this particular body of

legislators but I extend it just as happily and

perhaps most especially to the members of

the press in this province—because there is a

very significant tendency for many people to

dismiss as insignificant what many in this

party particularly have described as the very
serious conflict of fundamental principles. As

my good friend from Essex North has so

pointedly made reference to, there is a very

significant conflict in this Bill 3 of some
fundamental principles—the principle of

local autonomy versus the principle of

minority rights as needed to be protected

by a provincial government.

[9:45]

I think as a precedent to this report—one

that I think should weigh with all of us

here—perhaps the most significant historical

precedent in this instance is the great Mani-

toba schools crisis of the 1890s, and how
that particular crisis weighed upon the

leader of the national Liberal Party of the

day, Wilfrid Laurier. I want to take you
back very briefly to the discussion of the

1890s as it related to the Manitoba schools

question, where a provincial government had
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moved very directly to curtail significantly

the rights of a French-speaking minority.

What was the reaction of a French-speaking,
soon-to-be Prime Minister, leader of the

Liberal Party of Canada, a man who I think

without question had a pretty obvious com-
mitment to his French-speaking confreres ill

Manitoba? Wilfrid Laurier in 1896 faced

squarely the challenge of that conflict, and
it is not without significance that Laarier

resolved his conflict not in favour of the

French-speaking minority in Manitoba, but

rather in favour of local autonomy. I hope
all of us here and all members of the On-
tario public think of that for a moment, if

only to appreciate the degree to which these

principles are significant now as in the past.

As the member for Renfrew North, I can
recall—again historically—one of the tre-

mendous steps taken by Mile. Lajoie in Pem-
broke in the 1920s when trying to establish

and maintain for the French-speaking min-

ority in the community of Pembroke, a

French-language education that was slam-

med by the Tory regulation 17. Mile. Lajoie

accomplished what was to become for the

French-speaking population in Canada, to

say nothing of Ontario, a very important feat

with the establishment of l'Ecole Jeanne
d'Arc, a French-speaking free school that set

a model for other such schools in this prov-
ince not more than 50 years ago when the

French-speaking minority operated under a

sickenly discriminatory onus, namely the

regulation 17 perpetrated on them by the

Conservative administration of the day.
I want to conclude by saying that the

minister says to my friend from Windsor-

Walkerville, "Vote against the bill." Clearly,
we do not have that choice-

Interjections.

Mr. Conway: —because there is incumbent
on those of us who feel the need to show
the French-speaking population outside of
this province that we are supportive of the
obvious justice that the French-speaking min-
ority must have and that they deserve in
this province. There is no choice. There is

none whatever. But the fact that the admin-
istrative detail of this bill is so obnoxious,
so transparently obnoxious, is, I think, in a

way that is not unlike some of regulation 17,
an indictment that will long live to embar-
rass the Conservative Party of Ontario.

Mr. Riddell: My feelings exactly.

Mr. Sweeney: I rise with reluctance, Mr.
Speaker, to speak to this bill—

Hon. Mr. Wells: You are not alone.

Mr. Sweeney: —both from the point of
view that the time is late and that by this

time I'm sure the minister's ears are ringing
with one denunciation after another.

Mr. Lewis: With praise and adulation.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You'd never know the

hon. member was going to vote for the bill.

Mr. Sweeney: Let me say right at the be-

ginning that there's no question of that. I'm

going to vote for the bill. I'm going to sup-

port it.

Mr. Conway: There's a lot less question
about the attitude of the member for Ren-
frew South.

Mr. Roy: There's no doubt I was being
critical about certain aspects-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Wells: You were fair.

Mr. Roy: I was too fair. That's the prob-
lem.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Kitchener-Wilmot has the floor.

Mr. Sweeney: I want to be very sure

that the minister understands the very fact

that so many of us rose to speak on this bill

was not just for the sake of hearing ourselves

repeat, time and time again, some of the

same arguments, but to impress upon him
and his colleagues the very deep seriousness

with which we view this bill.

I haven't had much experience in this

House, the minister well knows. However,
both from what I've seen and heard in this

House and from what I was aware of before

coming into it, I don't think a bill has ever

been presented to it that has set the kind

of precedent that this one is seting. I don't

think a bill has ever been presented to it

that is as harsh—and that's a mild world—
as this one is.

Mr. Riddell: Vicious is better. The most

vicious bill that has ever come into this

House.

Mr. Sweeney: And, therefore, it is incum-

bent upon each of us here, or as many of

us who—
Mr. Lewis: What?

Mr. Riddell: You don't believe in local

autonomy over there, not a bit. You people

don't know what local autonomy is.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Interjections.

IMr. Sweeney: It's incumbent upon us to

be as clear as we possibly can to the minister

and his colleagues as to just how we feel

about this—to make him aware of the fact

that he has put us all in a box. There's no

question about that, and you know it. How
much of it was conceived that way, I don't
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know. How much is accidental, I don't know.

But that's the point wo find ourselves in.

Each of us brings to this debate our own

history and, like my colleague from Carleton

East, I had the experience of attending
school in the province of Quebec for four

years. Like my colleague from Carleton East,

I must say that I received! my education in

English, without any second thought. It was

made as clear as possible to me, even as a

young boy getting educated there, that I

was getting no more than my due rights. I

never questioned it, and for that I'm grate-

ful to this day. I wasn't at that time. I didn't

even understand it, or appreciate it. That's

one of the reasons why I have to support this

bill. There is a debt that I feel I personally
have to pay.
The second point is that working fairly

recently with another school board I was
instrumental in encouraging that board to

build the first French-language school in

that county. I can tell you very clearly it

wasn't without a certain amount of oppo-
sition. That county was, and is, only two per
cent francophone. To try to justify to the

trustees and to the ratepayers the need for a

French-language school for the francophone
population of that county was not an easy

thing to do. But it was done, and it was done
without the acrimony that has accompanied
this particular situation.

So, it's that kind of history, that kind of

personal background that I bring to this

decision. I really don't have any choice. I

have to support this bill. But let us clearly

understand that there are two very impor-
tant principles here, and we've discussed

the first one. The first one is the minority

language rights of the francophone popula-
tion of this province. There's no question
about that.

Secondly—and almost equally important
given the present age, the present context in

which we find ourselves—is the principle of

local autonomy. This bill just slashes it. The
unalterable irony of this bill, of course, is

the recognition that the local board has acted

totally and completely within the law as it

now stands, and they are being punished for

it.

Yes, they're being punished. I recognize
the supremacy of this Legislature. I know
we can make new laws. I know we can

change the laws as they exist. But the min-
ister himself is frequently the one who says:
"How can we justify changing the rules in

midstream?" When we asked him not too

long ago about his recent curriculum deci-

sions with respect to grade nine students

coming into the secondary schools in Sep-
tember 1977, we said: "Why don't you do the

same thing for grade 10?" He said: "We
can't change those rules in midstream." Yet

that's what he is doing here.

The legislation which is presently on the

books of this province very clearly allows

the local school board to make the decision

that it does. It says in subsection 4 of sec-

tion 255: ". . . where in the opinion of the

board it so warrants, or where practical
. . ." Those are all optional terms. They're
the terms which the board used. That's

where the minister is slashing local auton-

omy. That's where he's just taking it and

waving it aside.

Let's just take a very brief look at how
we got to this point because the second

major point I want to make is that the prob-
lem we are in now is totally the minister's

responsibility. He is the one who got us all

into this—his ministry, his government—be-
cause we have known what is happening
here since 1969. We had the history of Stur-

geon Falls and Cornwall to look back on. We
know that these questions aren't resolved

easily. From 1969 to 1975 the minister and
his ministry quite honestly, no criticism im-

plied, tried to get this thing settled and he
had it-

Hon. Mr. Wells: Your party didn't push
at all.

Mr. Roy: That's bull.

Mr. Sweeney: He had it. In 1975, he had
it right in the palm of his hand.

Mr. Roy: Read my speech of '73.

Mr. Sweeney: After six years of struggling,
he had it.

An hon. member: It's the government.

Mr. Sweeney: After the experience in

Sturgeon Falls and Cornwall, he knew the

problems.

An hon. member: That's right.

Mr. Sweeney: The board had finally agreed
to go ahead, and what did he do? To this day
I can't understand that decision. When the

board said to the minister: "Yes, we will go
ahead"; and within months after them mak-

ing that decision, after all that trial and tribu-

lation, he changed the grant regulations. When
the board appealed to the minister—and when
he gave us his hour-long discourse when the

bill was introduced in the last session, he him-
self revealed the fact that he had corres-

pondence from the board asking him to make
an exception, given these circumstances, given
the history, given the problems it had gone
through and let the 95 per cent level stand

—his response was: "Sorry, Madam Chairman"
—I think it was a woman at that time, if I

remember his notes correctly—"Sorry, I can't
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make that kind of an exception. If (I do it for

you I will have to do it for everyone else."

And yet that's the very exception the minister

is making now.
If he had only done it two years ago. He

could have done it two years ago but he let

the thing go; he let it get out of hand and
that's the problem we are facing today. That's

what I can't understand. That's why it hai

to rest on the shoulders of the government.
We now have the information that the fed-

eral money coming to the minister for franco-

phone education is not being used for franco-

phone education—the minister himself has ad-

mitted it and he even has gone on to say that

we are going to have to make some changes
in that. In other words, a couple of years ago
when all of these things could have been cor-

rected, they weren't. The minister waits until

today; we have a national crisis on our hands
and now he is going to do something. That's

the kind of dilemma the minister has put
us in.

Finally, may I just say that that particular
area of the problem has always deserved spe-
cial attention, because the francophone popu-
lation of Windsor and Essex are original set-

tlers. These are not people who have migrated
from some other part of Canada. This is one
of the original settlement areas for franco-

phone population in this country, just as many
parts of Quebec were. These are the original

people. These are the people who contributed
to and took part in the original Confedera-
tion agreement, so that we would have the

minority rights protection we are talking
about right now.

Yes, we are going to support the minister's

bill. We are going to do it because we be-

lieve that minority language rights at this

point in time take precedence; but we are

doing it with great reluctance. We are doing
it with great reluctance and we are doing it

knowing that it isn't necessary, because the

way out is so simple and so obvious. The
minister knows it himself and to this moment
I can't understand why he doesn't take it.

The present legislation very clearly says
that when there are 20 or more students you
must open a class. How simple it would be
to say, in subsection 4 of section 255, that

when you have a certain number—and the
minister decides the number, 150, 200, 250—
I don't know what the magic number is but
the minister has used the number before and

why can't he use it again? Simply say, "When
you have that many, you must provide a
school." That's the first point.
The second point is why does the minister

insist in this bill that they must build? Why
doesn't he just say, "You must provide a

school"? Give them the option. We know

there either is or can be a surplus secondary
school in the city of Windsor. We know that

with a little bit of arranging and a little bit

of give and take here and there, the former
Windsor teachers' college could be made
available for this purpose. I am not saying,

necessarily, that either one of them will do
the job. All we are saying is, at least give
the board the option.

[10:001

To the best of my knowledge, I would
stress to the minister, there is nowhere in The
Education Act where you force a board to

build a school. You say that the board has to

provide a space where education can take

place. You don't say they have to build a

school. That has to be unnecessary harshness

in this bill.

How can we possibly not empathize with

the people of that area when we are literally

beating them over the head with this legisla-
tion? And it isn't necessary. There is still

time, there is still time to change the legis-

lation to give those people a little bit of

dignity, a little bit of pride; to respect their

local autonomy and to get the school at the

same time. We can do everything that needs

to be done. What else can it be except pride,

stubbornness, saving face or whatever you
will?

We support the bill, I support this bill;

but I do so reluctanly because of the way in

which the minister has brought it in.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I shall be brief,

sir. I had listened to this debate when it

began prior to the call of the election. I had
listened to it, or read about it, as it resumed.

I listened carefully today and I was wont to

enter because of the words of the member
for Essex North (Mr. Ruston), and then the

member for Essex South (Mr. Mancini).
These members individually and together,

made a plea to this Legislature to be, in the

words of the member for Essex North, more

reasonable; and in the words of the member
for Essex South, to exercise common sense;

a plea which I do not dispute for a moment
was genuine and feeling.

Obviously there is emotion running deep
in those members and in that caucus, as else-

where in the Legislature. What I wanted to

do, albeit late, is to turn that plea around on

behalf of many of us in this Legislature, and

speak, as it were, to the members who repre-

sent the people affected in Essex county, and
ask them, even at the eleventh hour, to re-

consider their positions in this debate.

This has been a good debate. Members have

participated feelingly, knowledgeably and

spontaneously. It's a good debate in a Legis-
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lature which sometimes doesn't have real

debate or real interchange.

Mr. Speaker, I don't want to rehash the

minutiae and the details of transportation
costs and site selection and all of those re-

lated matters. I don't want to engage in re-

crimination, because it is an admittedly pain-
ful subject. While I share the feeling of my
colleague the member for Welland-Thorold

(Mr. Swart) in the pride he has in some of

the things which New Democrats in the Legis-
lature have said, I want to admit, willingly,

that I share equally a very bitter disappoint-
ment in the position which some of our candi-

dates took in the Essex-Windsor area during
the course of the election and which I per-

sonally wish had been otherwise.

Mr. Speaker, I don't want to abuse the

Minister of Education. I think he has de-

served some of the criticism directed at him,
to put it as gently as I can, in terms of the

delay and) the time that it has taken us to

arrive at this position. But I must admit that

I don't view the bill quite so repugnantly as

some people.
I wouldn't have called it, as the member

for Huron-Middlesex (Mr. Riddell) did, a

"vicious" bill. I wouldn't have put it that way
at all. It is a necessary bill; it is a bill for

which there is now no alternative. It is a bill

which is the result of exhausted patience and
exhausted endurance, culminating in this

finale today in the Legislature. I don't even

want, to restate the profound and qualitative

difference which many of us believe exists

between those schools in the province which

are, to use the words of the member for

Essex South, mixed or bilingual and those

which are unilingual and which have, I think,

a rather different impact on the Franco-On-
tarian population which seeks its education

in a unilingual school.

In an odd way, all the arguments having
been exhausted, one of the really sad things
about this debate is the sense that the mem-
bers from the county involved feel they must
have their apparent decision to vote against
the bill. I wish it were possible to have it

otherwise. If I may, speaking to them as a

colleague, even of another party, I would say

that one understands and appreciates what's

going on in Essex county; and, boy, I can tell

them that some of us truly regret it.

The pressures, the tensions, the sense of

local autonomy violated—it all pours out in

the expressions of dtefensiveness which we
hear from Windsor-Essex members. There's a
kind of protective feeling about what's going
on in Essex county; a sense of members and
a county under siege; the need to repeat again
and again that people in Essex are not bigots,

when this Legislature needs no such re-

assurance; the sense, I guess, generally of

defensiveness that has emerged in the course
of this debate from people who represent the
citizens of that area.

I can understand it. I think we do under-
stand it and what's involved. But I want to

say to those members that I don't really think

that's enough.
When the member for Essex South rose he

said midway through his speech, if I remem-
ber him correctly, that there were two reasons
for his opposition to Bill 3. Both the reasons
he put to this Legislature were intensely local

reasons; they were intensely an organic prod-
uct of what was going on today in Essex

county.

I think what is true of everybody in this

House is a recognition—and I put it to the

member for Essex North and to the member
for Essex South—that we have to speak in

different terms, that there is a greater issue.

It is an issue which even the members from
Essex must bring themselves to address.

I don't pretend it's easy, but it's critical. All

members of the Legislature have talked of it.

And as a matter of fact when I listened in

my office this afternoon to the member for

Ottawa East, he talked of it: He said that

what was happening with the Essex bill was
that the debate on Canadian unity was being
brought into the Ontario Legislature. That's

what we were talking about.

We were no longer rehashing the sad his-

tory of Essex county and the government
errors and the government frailties, whatever

they may be. We were talking to something
which transcends the simple matter of con-

stituency representation. We were talking

about Canada. We were participating in a

national debate. We were saying that the

question of minority rights, language, culture

and education, transcends Essex county. That's

what we're dealing with.

I was struck by all of that when I listened

to the members even before the supper hour.

That's why I want to ask them, presumptuous

though it may be, to join with the rest of us

in supporting this bill. The member for

Essex North said—I heard him—he wouldn't

like to vote on a bridge or a road in some

other member's riding; but that's our job,

that's what we're elected for. There are

moments in the life of this Legislature when
one looks beyond an individual riding and

says it speaks to the greater issue. That's

simply what this debate is all about and that's

what we're asking members to do: to provide

leadership that extends beyond the local

option. It's a very great and good principle.
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I went home over the dinner hour to get
hold of one of my political theorist loves—

totally unorthodox for socialists—I went back
to read a little Edmund Burke. And I want
to remind the members representing Essex,
and perhaps the members of the Legislature

generally, of that magnificent speech Burke
made to the electors of Bristol, who had put
him into the House of Commons in 1774.

You probably recall, Mr. Speaker, that there

were a couple of people elected from the

riding of Bristol at that time; Burke stood

second, but was elected and confirmed.

When he was greeting his constituents on
the night of the victory, the man with whom
he shared the riding said that he was sub-

servient to their interests as people in Bristol.

Burke replied this way to his own supporters:

"Certainly, gentlemen, it ought to be the

happpiness and glory of a representative to

live in the strictest union, the closest cor-

respondence, and the most unreserved com-
munication with his constituents. Their
wishes ought to have great weight with him;
their opinions high respect, their business

unremitted attention. It is his duty to sacri-

fice his response, his pleasure, his satisfac-

tions to theirs. And above all, ever and in

all cases, to prefer their interest to his own.
"But his unbiased opinion, his mature

judgement, his enlightened conscience, he
ought not to sacrifice to you, to any man or

to any set of men living. Your representative
owes you not his industry only, but his

judgement; and he betrays, instead of serv-

ing you, if he sacrifices it to your opinion."

Mr. Reid: And he represented a rotten

borough at the same time.

Mr. Lewis: Then Edmund Burke was put
to the test because the issue arose im-

mediately after. It is fascinating how these

historical parallels can be invoked. He was
put to the test because the Irish question
emerged over a matter of cultural rights,
with England wanting to extend to Ireland
at that moment in time, uncharacteristically,
a slight gesture of generosity. The electors

of Bristol were having nothing of it; and
they told Burke, for God's sake be our ad-
vocate. To which he replied: "I should only
disgrace myself. I should lose the only thing
that can make such abilities as mine of any
use to the world now or hereafter. I mean
that authority which is derived from the

opinion that a member speaks the language
of truth and sincerity, and that he is not
ready to take up or lay down a great pol-
itical system for the convenience of the
hour."

It has often struck me that the principle to

be entertained is that members of the Legis-

lature, in debates like this, speak beyond
their ridings, beyond their constituencies. It

is absolutely central to the parliamentary
system.

That is why I appeal to the members for

Essex South and Essex North to set aside the

rancour and division. We shouldn't imperil
the future around this bill. This bill stands

as a symbol, which everybody understands,
of something far more important. What we
are doing here tonight, first of all, is re-

affirming the rights of the francophone min-

ority in Essex county to an education to

which they are entitled by law. But what we
are doing more fundamentally is reaffirming
the intention of the members of the Ontario

Legislature to say to Essex county, to say to

this province, to say to Quebec and to say to

Canada, that francophone rights, language,
culture are sacrosanct as an indispensable

component of this country.

[10:15]

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I feel constrained

to join this debate because of a reference

made by the Minister of Education in his

interjections, perhaps half an hour ago, indi-

cating that our party had not taken a con-

structive stand in this matter as it presently
is before the Legislature; and more important
as it has been before tiiis House in the last

six to eight years. I recall to the minister that

during the debate on The Education Act in

1973 or 1974 that we in our party, with

myself as leader, ably supported by the hon.

member for Ottawa East (Mr. Roy) and the

former member for Nipissing (Mr. R. S.

Smith), as well as others, spoke as strongly
as we could and offered amendments in com-
mittee to the House. These would have

strengthened the position of the Languages
of Instruction Commission in making their

decisions binding on the parties involved in

any community of the province of Ontario.

We believe that would have been, and
would still be, the most healthy course to

pursue, since it would have established, by
the responsibility and power of this House,
the requirement in all of those communities
in Ontario where there is a francophone
population which can be properly served by
a French education system, that such a school

system be established as an undoubted right
of the population in that community.

\I feel that the leader of the NDP is being
slightly presumptuous when he indicates in

his excellent address that my colleagues from
Essex North and1 South have somehow or

other been diluting their own views or bow-
ing to the views of their constituents rather
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than expressing their own views. I don't

support their particular position, but I

thought they put it forward effectively and
well. In order to quote Edmund Burke, and
in such an effective way as the leader of the

NDP always does, perhaps in some small

degree he was unfair to my colleagues who
have expressed their views tonight and previ-

ously in this debate. They expressed their

views before the electorate, as did the repre-
sentatives of the NDP and the Conservative

Party. Whoever had been elected down there

would surely, if they were honourable men,
have had to bake the same position. To some-
how indicate they are something less than
excellent in their positions in this House is

difficult for me to take.

Mr. Lewis: I didn't mean that.

Mr. Nixon: I hope not.

Mr. Lewis: No.

Mr. Nixon: Because as far as wc are con-

cerned, Mr. Speaker, our leader has very
effectively put forward our position and it

is one which transcends the objections that

have been expressed by members here

through their speeches and by their inter-

jections. I certainly feel that position is

transcended by our responsibilities in this

province to see that others in our Confedera-
tion in no way feel we are weak in accept-
ing the fact that this is a bilingual nation
and a multicultural nation. But the bilingual

aspects are those which are our responsibility
to support, and through this bill enforce.

I just wish that the leadership of the gov-
ernment, which was lacking in 1973 and
1974, and frankly in a strange and perverse
way is lacking now, could still be put for-

ward, so that we in this House are prepared
to say that in any part of this province, and
in any community where there is a need for

French education, as decided by the Lan-

guages of Instruction Commission—which
can hold hearings from both sides; and
which obviously could be appealed from, if

that is the correct phrase, to the cabinet—so
that it is basically a political decision once

again that these rights could be confirmed
across the province.
The alternative that this bill involves—

and we are supporting it, at least it is going
to pass in this House; I see the minister is

looking at the clock hoping that he can sum
up so that we can get this finished perhaps—
Hon. Mr. Wells: Tomorrow.

Mr. Nixon: I don't know, maybe Wednes-
day or Thursday.
Hon. Mr. Wells: Doesn't matter to me.

Mr. Nixon: That's good, because it doesn't
matter to me either.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the correct alter-

native is already before this House in the

amendment to The Education Act moved

by my colleague from Ottawa East. In fact,

there is still time to implement that amend-
ment and move away from this Act, which

says to the democratically elected board of

education that we deem you to have taken a

certain decision, which obviously they have
not taken, that we require boards of educa-

tion all across this province to do certain

things that many of them object to. If you
think of the complaints that have come to

you from elected board members in your own
area about specific things that are required
under our statutes that we believe are cor-

rect, or at least are the will of the majority
of the elected members of this House, then

surely the amendment to The Education Act

putting this responsibility under the Lan-

guages of Instruction Commission would be

eminently fair; and it would be equal to all

communities, without us, as a Legislature,

selecting one area and taking them by the

neck and shaking them and saying: "You
will do thus and so." It would surely be

fair, and even better as an example to those

in Quebec and other areas of Canada who
need an example; this would surely be the

far healthier alternative for us to take.

(I regret that this bill is before us; and I

don't have any hesitation in saying that really

I regret having to support it, since it is so

special in its effect and that the alternatives,

the broad statement of our commitment to

bilingual education in this province, could

be before us if the Minister of Education

took the leadership and accepted the

amendment that is before the House and

has been now for two or three years.
I intend to vote for the bill, with the

feelings of reluctance that I have already ex-

pressed. I would say to you, Mr. Speaker,
that there are still alternatives which would
be better for the community of Essex, would
be better for Ontario; and I submit to you,
Mr. Speaker, better for Canada.

Mr. Van Home: Mr. Speaker, I would sug-

gest at the offset of these few remarks that

I was most impressed with the eloquent words
of all of the speakers in this debate. Not the

least of which were those of the member for

Scarborough West (Mr. Lewis); and I would
like to suggest to this House that perhaps
there is one element that was ignored or left

out of his comments. It certainly came through
to me during the course of this debate and
the things that have led up to it, that my
colleagues from Essex and Windsor-Walker-

ville have faced the anguish within their com-
munities and have had to, in a sense, be a
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bit of a catalyst for us. Certainly the ministry
action in bringing this Act before us was part
of that process, but I think the stance taken

by my colleagues cannot be ignored and I

appreciate at the same time the plea that the

member for Scarborough West makes to them.

As a new member of this Legislature and

speaking for the first time in this House, I

would like to suggest to you that my remarks

in support of this bill will be very brief, but

I hope that the brevity is not interpreted as

a lack of sincerity because this is to me, and
I hope to all of us, a very important issue.

At the same time as I say that in support of

the bill, I would have to suggest that I am

happy that I wasn't part of the system of

delay, mentioned so many times in the earlier

debate, that has made this, to quote the minis-

ter's own words, "a touchy and inflammatory
situation."

I think it is obvious to all of us that many
people still do not know what are the issues,
or what is the main issue in Essex. That may
seem strange, but if you get the same kind
of correspondence that I get as a new mem-
ber, I'm sure you would agree; and these
aren't from people in my own constituency
but from people across the province who are

still puzzled about this issue. I hope that this

debate is well recorded so that the people do
know what the issue is.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to digress, and
again keeping an eye on the clock, for a very
few moments I would like to make an obser-

vation or two as our party's education critic,

and say that when the dust settles on this

debate, and if the bill passes and again I'm
sure it will, I would ask that the facility and
the program offered in the facility be of a

quality equal to that which might be, or

indeed is, available to other students in our

separate and public schools in this province.
At the same time, I would urge, assuming the

passage of this bill, that a very close eye be

kept on the size and cost of this facility,

keeping in mind our government's professed
concern about large deficit and the need for

careful spending.

Keeping that in mind, I would have

thought this bill would have included a pro-
vision to seek adequate facilities before charg-
ing ahead and building, but that seems to be
the Tory fashion. I caution all of us^—and cer-

tainly the minister—to keep an eye on this

development, this school, and to be sensitive

to the people of the community. Let's not
build it and then forget it.

I would suggest, too, that we dion't build
it and twist it around to something that might
serve just the advantage of the party in power;
and if you don't think things can be twisted

around, I would remind you that only a few
weeks ago the people of our province were
subjected to some of the most distasteful

advertising that I have ever seen or heard of

in a political campaign, let's not lose sight of

that.

In summary, I recall the word's of Charles

Dickens. I believe it was in "A Tale of Two
Cities" but I didn't have the chance, like the

member for Scarborough West, to get home
at supper time. I believe near the beginning
of that wonderful story it was said that, "it

was the best of times; it was the worst of

times."

Our dream of one Canadian identity based
on two official languages, and enriched by a

multicultural society, becomes more real every
time one culture or one group acknowledges
and accepts and works with another. When
this happens we truly have, "the best of

times." However, when you get to that goal
or dream through delays and bickering, you
have, in my opinion, "the worst of times/'

I and the members of our party have

thought long and hard about this, and I

would say the majority is in support of this.

We would have preferred to see a different

type of legislation but that will not be the

case, I assume. When this Act is passed, let

us all set our emotions aside and work to

make sure that this type of situation does not

happen again.
If I may close with the words—again the

member for Scarborough West might check
me on this one, but I believe it's one of our

minister's relative, H. G. Wells, who sug-

gested that "civilization is a race between
education and catastrophe." Let's avoid an-

other catastrophe.

Mr. Speaker: Will there be other hon.

members wishing to speak to this bill before

the hon. minister sums up?
Mr. Peterson: Are you prepared to allow

me the two or three minutes that are re-

maining this evening? I assume the minister

will be winding up tomorrow. Is that correct?

Or can he say everything he wants to say in

two minutes?

Mr. Speaker: I think we could determine

that.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I would be willing to ask

the leader of the other parties if they wish

to extend the time. We could probably wind

up this debate in about 15 minutes. If there's

only one other speaker in the opposition side

I could wind up.

Mr. Breithaupt: We are certainly prepared,
Mr. Speaker, to agree to finish this tonight.

Mr. Speaker: Do we have the permission of

the House? All right.
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The hon. member for London Centre.

Mr. Peterson: I will take about two minutes,
Mr. Speaker. When I sat and listened to the

hon. leader of the New Democratic Party, a

man for whom I have an infinite amount of

respect, I felt very uneasy for my colleagues
from Essex North and Essex South. I felt that

the member for Scarborough West unfairly

placed a burden on them that really, in the

circumstances, was not correct or was not fair.

Mr. Lewis: Okay.

Mr, Peterson: Anyone who observed this

campaign of some weeks ago, in relation to

all parties, realized the difficulty of their

position; one has to assume, as I assumed,
that they were honourable, fair and reason-

able and sincere in their positions.

Mr. Lewis: So do I.

Mr. Peterson: Those positions were stated

before the election—long before the election,

when this bill first came to the House—as
well as during the election and after the

election.

Mr. Foulds: He wouldn't have said other-

wise.

Mr. Lewis: I believe they were. Well, on a

point of order, if I may-
Mr. Peterson: On a point of view, go

ahead on a point of view.

[10:30]

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, if I've conveyed
otherwise, it was certainly not my wish. In

fact I think I said at the outset that I be-

lieved the feelings and the views were genu-
inely held and genuinely expressed. I was

asking them to reconsider on the basis of a

higher matter, which they are perfectly en-

titled to reject and undoubtedly will. But as

to the expression of the views, if one heard
them tonight, they obviously felt it deeply.
I don't dispute that for a moment.

Mr. Peterson: I want to say in fairness to

the leader of the New Democratic Party, he
should have asked some of his own people
to reassess—

Mr. Foulds: He has.

Mr. Peterson:—people on whom he had
more influence.

Mr. Speaker: Could we get back to the

bill, please?

Mr. Peterson: I say this only in fairness

and because of understanding the difficulty.
Let me say this was not just difficult for

the members for Essex North and Essex

South, this was difficult for every single
member in our caucus, and I assume it was
the same in all parties and on all sides of

this House. This has been one of those very

rare issues that goes to our collective souls,

that goes to our collective sensitivities and
with which each one individually has to

wrestle.

For me, personally, it wasn't a great

problem. I'm prepared to subscribe to the

views expressed by my leader. I want to

point out at this time it was my leader,
about a year ago, who started to talk sensi-

tively and intelligently about the whole
crisis of national unity in this country—long
before the election in Quebec and concomi-

tantly what Ontario's role was. He presented
that message consistently. And I say, with
a great deal of sympathy for his position in

times of great difficulty, that when he was

subjected to ridicule by people in all the

different parties, he consistendy, forcefully
and sincerely carried that message.

I say when we all sit down tonight or

tomorrow to vote on this bill, almost every-

thing he said has rung true, not only on this

issue but on the wider issue of Canadian

unity. I say that with a great deal of pride.
Believe me, as the leader of this party, like

all of us in this party and many people in

other parties, he has had difficulty in recon-

ciling these two contradicting principles.

It's easy for me, as the member for Lon-
don Centre, to come down on the side of

bilingualism and bilingual education. I firmly

believe in that. The tragedy, as has been

pointed out, is that this process was not

started many years ago when the warnings
were there, when we had many experts

warning us and telling us what should have

been done.

I just say in summary, Mr. Speaker, that

I felt when I walked into the House tonight
I was not going to speak, but I felt obliged
to say what I just said. The tragedy, like so

many other tragedies, has come so late.

There's a certain genius in preventing

problems. It's called in some circles the art

of concealing art. Maybe one doesn't get

much credit for it; but I can tell the minister

that this is one of those cases that has been

so mishandled that after the fact we all come
back with a certain reluctance, remorse, dis-

taste, and with a great deal of sensitivity for

the people of Essex county who are feeling

this even more strongly than we are. We all

come back and say: "Gee, wouldn't it have

been nicer if we'd all done it a lot better?

Wouldn't it have been a better thing for

Canada and for Ontario if more judgement
had been shown and if more perspective had
been shown?" That, to me, is the tragedy.

When the opposition comes to the min-

ister with ideas and suggestions, don't im-

mediately just discount them because they're
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from the opposition, because I can tell the

minister a lot of my colleagues foresaw this

problem years before he foresaw it.

We say that in as constructive and posi-

tive a way as we can. Tonight we're going
to support the bill. But when the minister

says "for some three years you didn't press

the issue as hard as you could," I say at that

point he has abdicated his responsibility of

government. Who is the government? You
are the government and you have to take the

responsibility. We are happy now to assist as

best we can in the circumstances. It's not a

perfect solution but we're here to assist and
we'll do that happily for the sake of this

great province.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I would like to thank the

hon. members who have taken part in this

debate. I think it has been one of the most

stimulating ones we've had, certainly in the

last year or so. I have enjoyed the comments
of some, I have smarted a little under the

comments of others. I think we've all gained
a little in our knowledge of the total history
and relationships of these matters, particu-

larly those that have impact on national

unit}'. I think the historical references in

many members' speeches were excellent, and

certainly they enlightened all of us.

I recall that five years ago, just after I

came into the Ministry of Education, I went
to a meeting at the Holiday Inn in Windsor,
and really was not very aware of what
problems were present in that particular area,
and was surprised when—

Mr. Reid: That's all right, neither was
your predecessor.

Hon. Mr. Wells:—surprised when I went
out to lunch to find the Holiday Inn ringed
with pickets, with Franco-Ontarians who live

in that area who were picketing for a French-

language school. We came in and met to-

gether after, and we talked about their

problems.

Now, that was five years ago and we are

finally, perhaps, coming to some resolution

of that particular matter. Now if any blame
is to be on my shoulders—and if I was to

listen many of the speeches here today-
all the blame lies on my shoulders—if that's

the way it is to be, so it be; but I must say,
Mr. Speaker, I don't come here tonight apolo-

gizing for this piece of legislation, because
if the blame has to lie on my shoulders, I

will also take the initiative to do what I

think is right at the particular time, and I

think that this bill is right now and I do
not apologize for bringing it into this House;
and I am not sorry that I have to bring it in,

except that the matter has not been solved

locally.

Now one of my friends mentioned in his

remarks, "Why are there 36 mixed schools

and 24 homogeneous French-language schools

in this province? Why is there a request for

a new French-language secondary school in

Essex county rather than the use of an exist-

ing building?"
You know I didn't hear one word, in any

of the remarks tonight, about another group,
the French-language advisory committee.
These are people elected by their confreres

in that area. They represent a minority.
There are three trustees among them, at

least two of whom have never gone along
with the majority on the Essex county board
and who have consistently, and strongly and
with very heartfelt emotion, put forward the

wishes of the minority, the francophone
minority in Essex county. Their wish has

been to have their own, not a mix but their

own, homogeneous French-language secon-

dary school. That's really what it's all about.

That's why there are mixed schools in other

areas of Ontario, because that's what the

French-language advisory committee has rec-

ommended to the board; and there are 24

homogeneous French-language schools, be-

cause that's what the French-language ad-

visory committee has recommended and the

school boards have accepted.
Now here we have a dispute between the

two. The French-language advisory commit-

tees, both in Windsor and Essex want one

thing, and the school board wants another.

I can understand very well the amend 1-

ment that my friend has suggested that gives
more power, and a binding resolution of the

matter, to the decision of the Languages of

Instruction Commission. That really is no

different, in its impact on local autonomy,
from this bill. It is—

Mr. Roy: Ah come on; now that's wrong.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It represents an attempt
to temper what the Legislature has given in

local' autonomy-

Mr. Roy: We do it all the time.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Well, all right, we do it

all the time. Don't criticize this bill, then, as

a vicious bill that infringes on local auton-

omy, because it infringes in no greater way
than that other bill and I say with—

Mr. Nixon: We do not enter into one com-

munity with specific instruction all the time.

Mr. Roy: That's what your man said.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Everyone has

had an opportunity to speak.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I say with all respect that

notwithstanding that amendment, if we had
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had that amendment the matter would have
been appealed to the minister and I suggest
we would in all probability be here today
doing the same thing.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Wells: We would have been
here today-

Interjections.

•Mr. Speaker: Order, order please.

Hon. Mr. Wells: —doing the same thing,

because the decision would have rested with
the minister.

Mr. Roy: No, you have the accord; you got
the decision and you got the agreement.

Hon. Mr. Wells: But in any event, I under-
stand very clearly, and we have had here

presented, by both the official oppositions,
two different suggested amendments—inci-

dentally the member for Ottawa East (Mr.

Roy) suggested one and the member for

Kitchener-Wilmot (Mr. Sweeney) has sug-

gested another type of amendment; and the

members of the third party suggested an
amendment similar to that of the member for

Kitchener-Wilmot. Now I think I indicated
a long time ago, when this debate began,
that that kind of long-term type of amend-
ment would be considered.

We are going to be looking at that in the
total context of things that can continue to

be done to improve the French-language
school system in this province and to guaran-
tee minority rights; because we believe in

them, we have always worked for them and
we believe that the French-language minor-

ity is entitled to their school system and we
well see that they have it. But we believe
that the quickest and most expedient way to

handle this particular problem at this particu-
lar time is to pass this bill.

I have been personally involved with this

matter for, as I say, five years. I have seen
the problems, I have seen the vacillations, I

have seen the kind of things that have hap-
pened. I think that we must bring it to an
end now and that we must get that school
built.

As I said in my opening remarks, the way
I like to view this process now is that we
are acting as the mediators; we are acting
as the Languages of Instruction Commis-
sion; we are acting on behalf of all the

people of Ontario. We are listening to what
the arguments are. After all, what better
court than this Legislature? I am not sorry
this bill is here; I am not sorry that we are
the final judges-

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Wells:—in this particular matter.
We are looking at a very interesting, a very

sorry dispute. We are now looking at it, not
in terms of just a local dispute, but in terms
of something that has impact upon provincial
and national affairs.

Mr. Reid: Make it provincial.

Hon. Mr. Wells: We are looking at some-
thing in which we have been asked to be the
mediator. Each one of you, whether you are
from Essex or any other riding in this

province, is now being asked to mediate in

this situation. I say that we should feel proud
if we feel that the solution is that the rights
of the French-language minority, as repre-
sented by the French language advisory com-
mittees for Essex and Windsor and as put
for many years to that board, are the right
solution for that particular area in order to

guarantee those minority language education

rights.

If that is how we feel, we should feci

proud to vote for this bill. Because we are

now acting as mediators saying, "This is

what we want you to do." And believe me,
there is no appeal from this particular piece
of legislation, because the board now has its

final decision on this matter. As my friend

said, once this bill passes, that then is a

binding decision on that board, and I firmly

hope that they will go forward and imple-
ment it.

Mr. Nixon: You hope they will go forward?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I hope that they will, and
I believe that they will.

I just want to digress for a minute, be-
cause we have talked about the local mem-
bers and I realize the very difficult time the

local members from that area have had. I

regret very much that our candidates were
not on the side of the government on this

particular matter. In fact, I recall speaking
to one of them—I can't recall who he was—
and saying to him, you know, perhaps—

Mr. Martel: Nor did the electorate.

Hon. Mr. Wells: Well, the member may
be right. But I said, and I guess maybe I

said this because the situation is not all that

green for us in that particular area, I said,

"Perhaps if you really feel that this is the

right course of action, and you know that it

is government policy, why not come out for

it and stand up for it on greater issues than

just local issues?" However, I am sorry that

none of our candidates chose to support the

building of that school in that particular
area-

Mr. MacDonald: The member for Wind-
sor-Sandwich (Mr. Bounsall) did.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I fully realize that, but I

am talking particularly just about our candi-

dates.
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Mr. Conway: Did the former member for

Windsor-Riverside (Mr. Burr)?

Hon. Mr. Wells: But it's very interesting,
and I think that the great import that we
have—and I appreciated the leader of the
third party's remarks because this is perhaps
rather an historic time. We have an oppor-
tunity in some small way to have an impact
on this great debate on national unity at this

time, through this small, special bill for one
particular area.

Mr. Reid: We haven't had one otherwise.

Hon. Mr. Wells: We have a chance here
to express our opinion, and we have a chance
to strike out for certain great issues. I must
say on the issue of minority language rights
as opposed to local autonomy there is no
question which has precedence as far as I am
concerned in this particular area. It is minority
language rights. And I think that that has to

be the kind of priority in these times in this

country.
I was just glancing through a book I've got

here, and it was interesting that in the last

decades of the 19th century, despite the op-
position of many leading English-speaking
Canadians, there was a campaign to suppress
the French language in English-speaking
Canada. And it was gaining fair momentum.
But one of the chief spokesmen, who spoke
out with great force and great passion against
that movement to downplay the French

language in English Canada, was the major
architect of Confederation, Sir John A. Mac-
donald.

[10:45]

At that particular time, in a debate in the
House of Commons, he said these words: "I

have no accord with the desire expressed in

some quarters that by any mode whatever
there should be any attempts made to oppress
the one language, or to render it inferior to

the other. I believe it would be impossible if

it were tried and that it would be foolish and
wicked1 if it were possible. Why, Mr. Speaker,
if there is one act of oppression more than
another which would come home to a man's
breast it is that he should be deprived of the
consolation of hearing and speaking and read-

ing the language his mother taught him. It

is cruel."

That was Sir John A. Macdonald speaking
in the House of Commons.

Mr. MacDonald: He was addressing his

remarks primarily to the Ontario Conservative
leader.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I think that it is our sin-

cere wish and expectation that the Essex

county board, if and when this bill is passed
in this House, will in good faith follow the
wishes of this Legislature and demonstrate
a positive sense of leadership which can be
the starting point to a return to harmonious
relations throughout Essex county.

I believe, for the sake of all concerned,
that all members of this Legislature should
give unanimous approval to this legislation
as evidence of our united commitment to the

rights of our French-speaking citizens, not
only in Essex county but throughout the

province of Ontario.

I think that nothing short of this, in my
view and in the view of this government,
would be appropriate if we are really earnest
in our wish to improve educational oppor-
tunities for our francophone students and,
further, to strengthen harmonious relation-

ships between French- and English-speaking
citizens wherever they may be in this

province.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that all may give
unanimous approval to this bill and that
we may move forward from here.

Mr. Speaker: As many as are in favour of
Bill 3 being read the second time will please
say "aye."
As many as are opposed will please say

nay.

In my opinion the ayes have it.

I declare the motion carried.

Ordered for third reading.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 3, An Act to require The Essex

County Board of Education to provide a

French-language Secondary School.

Motion agreed to.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS

Hon. Mr. Wells: Before moving the ad-

journment of the House, Mr. Speaker, I

would like to table the answers to questions

1, 14 and 15. (See appendix, page 699).

On motion by Hon. Mr. Wells, the House
adjourned at 10:48 p.m.
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APPENDIX
(See page 698)

Answers to written questions were tabled sion in accordance with its program for

as follows: providing temporary help; (d) for 24 hours

.
_ r i . .

or less during a week; (e) during their
1. Mr. Breithaupt-Inquiry of the minis-

regular school college or university vacation
try: 1. How many contract employees are

period or under a co_operative educational
there in each ministry and how many of

training program,
those who have been hired since May 1, ,••_ _ •

e .

1977? 2. How many casual employees are
,

2 '

?
rouP 2

> consisting of employees em-

there in each ministry and how many of ployed on a project of a seasonal or recurrmg

those who have been hired since May 1,
T

kind
*?*

does not require the employees to

1977? 3. How many part-time employees
be employed on a full-time, year-round basis,

are there in each ministry and how many fi

Casual employees are hired under Group

of those who have been hired since May 1,
2

> part-time employees under group 1(d)

1977? 4. How many project workers are there Pr0J
ect employees under group 1(a) of

in each ministry and how many of those who fctlon 5
A
o£ regulation 749 under The Public

have been hired since May 1, 1977? 5. How Service Act.

many civil servants were there on May 1,
All civil servants are members of the

1977 and how many are there now? 6. Are classified service which is that part of the

all of those persons in the categories of Ontario public service to which persons are

contract, casual, part-time and project appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in

employees included in the rules governing Council on the certificate of the Civil

the political activity of civil servants? Service Commission.

[Tabled June 27, 1977.] Civil servants occupy positions of a full-

time continuous nature, while contract em-
Answer by the Chairman, Management ployees occupy positions of a full-time non-

Board of Cabinet (Mr. Auld): continuous, part-time continuous, or part-

The authority for hiring and a description time non-continuous sort,

of the various types of staff employed by the The most recent figures available for

Ontario government may be found in The numbers of staff employed in the Ontario

Public Service Act. Section 4 of Regulation public service are as of May 31, 1977. A
749 under this Act defines the unclassified comparison is provided with data obtained

service. as of April 30, 1977. While the actual num-
All contract employees are members of ber of staff hired during the month of May

the unclassified service which is that part of is not available, the difference between the

the Ontario public service to which persons two sets of data does indicate the trend of

are appointed by a minister. staff numbers for that period.
The unclassified service is divided into the it should be noted that the considerable

following groups: increase in contract staff since April 30,

1. Group 1, consisting of employees who 1977, reflects the normal seasonal fluctuation

are employed under individual contracts in due to the employment of students generally

which the terms of employment are set out and, in particular, casual staff in the opera-

and who are employed: (a) on a project of a tion of the Ontario provincial parks. A large

non-recurring kind; (b) in a professional or percentage of this increase is directly attribut-

other special capacity; (c) on a temporary able to the youth secretariat's Experience 77

work assignment arranged by the commis- program.

1. How many contract employees are there in each ministry and how many of those who
have been hired since May 1, 1977?

Total number as of

Ministry April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

Premier's Office 30 39

Cabinet Office and Policy Field Secretariats* 79 164

Management Board 11

Civil Service Commission 78 75

Government Services 595 488

Revenue 162 327

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs 197 218

Northern Affairs 25
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Total number as of

Ministry April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

\ttorney General 1,652 1,876
Consumer and Commercial Relations 412 502
Correctional Services 1,272 1,459
Solicitor General 448 471

Agriculture and Food 562 639

Energy 17 21

Environment 349 780

Housing** 301 356

Industry & Tourism*** 184 198

Labour 135 418
Natural Resources 3,811 7,344

Transportation and Communications 1,422 1,821

Colleges and Universities 178 229

Community and Social Services 1,394 1,610
Culture and Recreation 799 1,058
Education 423 424
Health 1,240 1,601

Total 15,571 22,179
* Includes Niagara Escarpment Commission

** Includes Ontario Housing Corporation and Ontario Mortgage Corporation
***

Includes Ontario Place Corporation and Ontario Development Corporation.

2. How many casual employees are there in each ministry and how many of those who
have been hired since May 1, 1977?

Total number as of

Ministry April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

Premier's Office — —
Cabinet Office and Policy Field Secretariats* — —
Management Board — —
Civil Service Commission — —
Government Services 17 23
Revenue — —
Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs — —
Northern Affairs — —
Attorney General — —
Consumer and Commercial Relations 9 14

Correctional Services — —
Solicitor General — —
Agriculture and Food 141 132

Energy — —
Environment 3 3

Housing** — —
Industry and Tourism*** — —
Labour 2 7
Natural Resources 2,197 4,285

Transportation and Communications 1,020 766

Colleges and Universities — —
Community and Social Services 3 2
Culture and Recreation 97 133
Education 215 227
Health 9 8

Total 3,713 5,600
*

Includes Niagara Escarpment Commission
*
Includes Ontario Housing Corporation and Ontario Mortgage Corporation*** Includes Ontario Place Corporation and Ontario Development Corporation

Note: Casual Employees are contract employees and are, therefore, included in the

numbers reported in question 1.
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3. How many part-time employees are there in each ministry and how many of those

who have been hired since May 1, 1977?

Total number as of

Ministry April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

Premier's Office — —
Cabinet Office and Policy Field Secretariats* — —
Management Board — —
Civil Service Commission 33 32

Government Services 30 27

Revenue 9 11

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs 6 6

Northern Affairs — —

Attorney General 1,383 1,392

Consumer and Commercial Relations 80 77

Correctional Services 961 1,000

Solicitor General 371 380

Agriculture and Food 173 156

Energy
— —

Environment 29 29

Housing** 8 8

Industry and Tourism*** — —
Labour 3 3

Natural Resources 124 146

Transportation and Communications 37 61

Colleges and Universities 1 8

Community and Social Services 462 459

Culture and Recreation 100 95

Education 28 29

Health 683 673

Total 4,521 4,592

* Includes the Niagara Escarpment Commission
** Includes Ontario Housing Corporation and Ontario Mortgage Corporation

*** Includes Ontario Place Corporation and Ontario Development Corporation

Note: Part-time employees are contract employees and are, therefore, included in the

numbers reported in question 1.

4. How many project workers are there in each ministry and how many of those who
have been hired since May 1, 1977?

Ministry

Premier's Office

Cabinet Office and Field Secretariats*

Management Board
Civil Services Commission
Government Services

Revenue

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs

Northern Affairs

Attorney General
Consumer and Commercial Relations

Correctional Services

Solicitor General

Agriculture and Food
Energy
Environment

Housing**

Total number as of
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Total number as of

Ministry April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

Industry and Tourism*** 49 53

Labour 19 20

Natural Resources 143 152

Transportation and Communications 41 47

Colleges and Universities 18 16

Community and Social Services 56 71

Culture and Recreation 44 55
Education 4 4
Health 109 108

Total 1,310 1,366
* Includes the Niagara Escarpment Commission

** Includes Ontario Housing Corporation and Ontario Mortgage Corporation
*** Includes Ontario Place Corporation and Ontario Development Corporation

Note: Project workers are contract employees and are, therefore, included in the

numbers reported in question 1.

5. How many civil servants were there on May 1, 1977, and how many are there now?
Total number as of

April 30, 1977 May 31,1977

Civil Servants 63,224 63,373
OPP Uniform and Security Guards 4,166 4,158
Environment Plant Operators 533 536

Total 67,923 68,067

6. Are all of those persons in the cate- the original agreement and consortium of

gories of contract, casual, part-time and Syncrude? [Tabled June 29, 1977.]

project employees included in the rules Answer by the Minister of Energy (Mr.
governing the political activity of civil

j # \ Taylor):
servants r Ontario's participation in the Syncrude

Sections 11, 12, 13, 15 and 16 of The
project is being carried out by ihe Ontario

Public Service Act, covering political activi-
Energy Corporation. The 1976 annual report

ties refer to Crown employees. The un-
of ^ corporati n, wnich contains informa-

classified service referred to in the question tion on ^ project> has been tabled and
are Crown employees. Therefore, these

copies were distributed to all members
sections apply to the unclassified service.

recently
14. Mr. Reid-Inquiry of the ministry: ln addition, the final Syncrude project

Will the Minister of Government Services agreements covering the revised participa-
indicate when work began on the ramp tion arrangements were executed on April
between the north wing and the main build- 30, 1976, and tabled in the Legislature the

ing of the Legislative Building, when work following week.
is to be completed, and how much the cost With respect to your specific questions:
will be? [Tabled June 29, 1977. J , N ^t-,,-, . . . .•• c j

. ...... (a) OEC investment in the Syncrude
Answer by the Acting Minister of Govern-

project up to March 31, 1977 is $60 million;
ment Services (Mr. Auld):

(b) The OEC ^ continue to advance its

Work began on the ramp between the nve per cent share of funds required to corn-

north wing and the main building of the plete the construction of the project and will

legislative building on February 22, 1977. then share proportionately in the operating
This project is planned for completion in revenues. The project is on schedule to corn-

September 1977. The total estimate of cost mence production in 1978 and, as noted in

for this project is $212,000. the OEC annual report, the estimated cost of

15. Mr. Reid—Inquiry of the ministry: construction is about $2,160 million.

Will the Minister of Energy table all in- (c) There have been no changes to the

formation in regard to Ontario's participa- agreements which were signed on April 30,

tion in Syncrude, particularly: (a) the 1976. The Syncrude participants are as listed

amounts of money that Ontario has already in these agreements with the exception of

advanced to the project; (b) the amount Petro-Canada being assigned the 15 per cent

still to be advanced; and (c) any changes in interest of the federal government.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

BEVERAGE CONTAINER TAX

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I would like

at this time to inform the House of the status

of legislation with respect to the taxing of

pop cans in Ontario.

More than two years ago my predecessor,

the Hon. William Newman, told represent-

atives of the soft-drink industry that this

government's policy was to effect a sub-

stantial increase in the use of refillable con-

tainers for their product. I would stress to

hon. members that this policy has not

changed.
The investigations and studies that led

to the development of this policy have been

exhaustive. They began with the Littering

Control Council of Ontario in 1970, followed

by a solid-waste task force three years later.

This task force received more than 70

written submissions from 11 sectors of the

industry, consumers' associations, conserva-

tionists, environmental groups and many
municipalities. It held public hearings and

finally produced a report with recommen-
dations based on more research and input
and discussions with the industry concerned

than in any other state or provincial juris-

diction.

The government outlined to the industry
in 1975, the steps it felt must be taken by
industry to achieve our objective of making
more refillable bottles available. The newly-
formed Waste Management Advisory Board
monitored this program of voluntary action

and reported in early 1976 that it had not

succeeded. The board then suggested a

number of alternatives to the government,

including a phased-in ban on all throw-

away carbonated soft-drink containers, in-

cluding cans.

Our policy was announced in regulation

687/76, which was filed in August 1976.

Its principal component was mandatory
availability of refillable bottles by brand,

flavour and size. In other words, if a re-

tailer sold soft drinks in throw-away con-

Tuesday, July 12, 1977

tainers, he must also carry refillable con-

tainers in matching sizes, flavours and brands.

We also reduced to three the number of

sizes of containers to be handled by re-

tailers.

This brought a fresh wave of industry re-

sponse and I asked the board to conduct ad-

ditional hearings and meetings with the

industry. These culminated in a three-hour

meeting with cabinet in February of this

year when the government acknowledged
the hardship that the brand availability re-

quirement could have on certain bottlers

who handle soft drinks in refillable bottles

only. Our regulation was substantially

amended to require mandatory availability

by flavour and size only.

The government's intentions were m.ide

very clear at the time—that these regulations

in conjunction with further action to be

taken, were to form a complete package.

It is vital to appreciate that each element

of the package plays an important part in

its overall effectiveness.

Let me remind the hon. members what

the elements of this package are: 1. the

mandatory availability by flavour and size

of refillables whenever non-refillables are

displayed for sale; 2. the display of full

price information to the consumer, such that

the amount of the deposit is shown separately

from the selling price of the product; 3. the

ban on non-refillable bottles effective April

1, 1978; 4. the ban on the detachable flip-

top can, which was effective last July 1; 5.

the tax on the can, which is the subject of

the bill now before the House.

The elements of this package have been

painstakingly developed to satisfy two fun-

damental objectives of the policy—one en-

vironmental, the other economic. The en-

vironmental goal is to reduce solid waste

litter, and to save energy and non-renewable

resources associated with throw-away car-

bonated soft-drink packaging. The economic

goal is to ensure that the pace of adjust-

ment, the rate of change-particularly tie

unemployment and investment dislocations

in the industries—can be assimilated over

a reasonable time frame.

I asked the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) to

introduce a tax on the can as the means of
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completing the package, rather than pro-

posing a deposit system or a complete ban.

From the environmental aspect, a ban would
be completely effective, but has several over-

riding disadvantages of which the main one

is its immediate dramatic and undesirable

effect on employment in the metal container

and supporting industries, coupled with the

associated loss of investment.

This would be the most extreme form of

government intervention and it is therefore

surprising that the New Democratic Party
is opposed to a tax, the purpose of which is

to phase down the use of the can, when its

official party policy has been to ban the can

by 1981.

Mr. Lewis: Because we are opposed to ex-

treme forms of government intervention.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The second alternative of
a deposit-refund system justifies more con-

sideration, and it must be clearly understood
that there are two distinct and clearly sep-
arate forms this system can take.

First, there is the form used in Oregon and
other states in the United States which re-

quires retailers to receive non-refillables back
for refund, with all the disruption that this

involves in a retail store not geared to re-

ceiving them. The result in Oregon was strenu-
ous objection to the handling of empty cans
by the retailers and the almost immediate de-

listing of cans by the retailers. In the first

year, can sales in the state dropped by 90 per
cent.

If adopted in Ontario, this plan could create
a severe and sudden impact on employment
in the metal container industry over which
the government would have no control. By
this system, there is really no consumer
marketplace solution, since the retailers con-
trol the delisting and there is no revenue
generated for the government for environ-
mental programs. Energy benefits are, how-
ever, achieved.

The other form of the deposit-refund sys-
tem is the one that involves the establishment
of depots for the specific purpose of receiving
back the empty beverage containers. From ex-

perience in other jurisdictions it would cost

roughly $25 million to set up such a depot
system in Ontario and this cost would ulti-

mately be passed on to consumers in the price
of their soft drinks.

Under this system, the retailers' problems
are eliminated, can sales are not significantly
affected1 and there is little, if any, increase
in the use of single-drink-size returnable
bottles. Litter is reduced, but experience to

date shows little saving in solid-waste volumes
or energy consumption.

By imposing a tax rather than an outright
ban or deposit system, consumer choice is re-

tained and the impact on employment is less

severe and less dramatic. When the employ-
ment effects for the total policy package are

reviewed, there should be an increase in the

total number of jobs in the industry despite
the loss of some skilled production positions.

The gains will occur in the distribution sys-

tem to handle the flow of returnable bottles.

There would also be a significant number of

jobs created) by the expenditure of can tax

revenue for recycling depots and reclamation

plants.

It has been pointed out recently by the

Ontario Soft Drink Association that the regu-
lations already passed, which ban the non-

refillable bottles and impose flavour and size

availability requirements, have caused a swing
to refillable containers during the last few
months.
On this basis, the association claims no

further action is required, since the govern-
ment's objectives are already being achieved.

Such a claim ignores completely the inte-

grated effect of the policy package that I

described earlier; it ignores the purpose of

introducing mandatory flavour and size avail-

ability requirements, and it ignores the in-

equity and loss of effectiveness if unilateral

action is taken against thro-/away bottles.

If no policy action is taken now against the

can, it would be hard indeed to resist the

pressures that would arise to have the ban
on the non-refillable bottles lifted. The policy
has already produced results, as acknowledged
by the association; however, the momentum
that has been initiated must be maintained

by completing the policy package, of which
the tax is an essential feature.

Hon. members know that a number of the

larger municipalities in this province have

sought through private members' bills, munic-

ipal bylaws or council resolutions to ban

throwaways within their jurisdiction. I think

it is important that we deal with this problem
on a province-wide basis rather than by such

a piecemeal approach.

Assuming a shift of 25 per cent in the sale

of cans to refillables in the first year, the

environmental benefits from our integrated
soft-drink container package are: 340 million

fewer soft-drink containers become solid

waste; a 40 per cent reduction in solid waste

resulting from soft-drink packaging; and an

energy saving of approximately 23 per cent

of the total container energy required by soft-

drink packaging in Ontario, which energy

saving could heat approximately 8,000 homes,

representing a community of about 25,000

people.
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It is, however, clear that the opposition will

not allow the government to proceed with the

bill as it is now presented. Nevertheless, the

bill does represent government policy and will

remain on the order paper for discussion again

in the fall. In the meantime, I will be seeking

consultation with the opposition House leaders

and appropriate critics as well as spokesmen
for the soft-drink and packaging industries in

an effort to seek some consensus.

Mr. Lewis: Minority government; it's

wonderful. Imagine, consultation written into

a ministerial statement.

HARTT INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I would like to announce,
Mr. Speaker, that the government has de-

cided the inquiry respecting development in

northern Ontario, which was originally in-

tended to proceed under a proposed amend-

ment to The Environmental Assessment Act,

will now proceed as a royal commission

under The Public Inquiries Act.

Mr. Justice Patrick Hartt will be the com-

missioner and his terms of reference will be

consistent with those tabled with the amend-
ment to The Environmental Assessment Act

that was presented to the House.

It is with regret that the government takes

this course of action. In our opinion it would
have been preferable to proceed by the

amendment-
Mr. Reid: True democracy.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —this would have added
considerable strength to The Environmental

Assessment Act, which is already one of the

finest pieces of environmental legislation of

its kind on the continent.

An hon. member: It kills people.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: But the government has

been given little choice in the matter because

of the announced intention of the Leader of

the Opposition to introduce an amendment

linking the closing of the English-Wabigoon
river system-

Mr. Nixon: Which you favoured.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —to the passage of this

very important legislation-

Mr. Breithaupt: You were in favour of

that, weren't you?

Mr. S. Smith: The minister was in favour

of it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —an amendment which the

NDP has publicly stated it would support.
Those hon. members familiar with parlia-

mentary procedures will be aware of the

American tradition of preconditioned prece-
dent.

Mr. Nixon: You were in favour of it until

somebody wrote it down for you.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: This refers to the tend-

ency to burden important bills with so many
dysfunctional amendments that the main pur-

pose of the bill is grossly distorted or the

bill is never passed into law.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: It is a tradition alien to

the British parliamentary system, a system
that has served this country and this prov-
ince so effectively.

Mr. Cassidy: It's just not tried—just un-

tried.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: You don't want to test it

before the House, though.

Mr. Conway: Since when did the Premier

care about the British parliamentary system?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon. min-

ister has the floor.

[2:15]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Both the need for a public

inquiry into the development of the north

and the problems associated with the English-
Vv abigoon river are of great concern to this

government, but one should not be tied to

the other.

Mr. Nixon: With all the criticism, you
arc afraid to test it before this House.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The government has made
it quite clear that we intend to work with

the Indians towards the development of

long-range programs that will' provide em-

ployment and enhance the dignity of the

Indian people. We would hope to discuss

some of these approaches with the Indians

during the summer.

Mr. McClellan: Development of long-

range problems.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Meanwhile the govern-
ment does not feel that it can allow any
further delay in the Hartt inquiry. There-

fore, we have decided to exercise the gov-
ernment's option in this matter by way of

order in council to ensure that Mr. Justice

Hartt may proceed with the hearings as

quickly as possible. That order in council

will be presented to cabinet tomorrow, once

Mr. Justice Hartt has had an opportunity to

ensure that the proposed terms of reference

are satisfactory to him.

Speaking for the government, I would like

to express my regret to Mr. Justice Hartt for

the delays. At the same time, I trust I can
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assure him he will receive the utmost co-

operation needed to conduct a full and fair

inquiry from all sides of the House.

Mr. S. Smith: Democracy wins again.

ORAL QUESTIONS

PARKWAY BELT
'Mr. S. Smith: 1 have a question for the

Premier in the absence of the Treasurer.
With respect to the report of the hearing
officers on the parkway belt west, can the
Premier explain what the Treasurer meant
when he said in a press release that he
leaned "towards accepting the hearing offi-

cer's recommendations, unless contrary evi-
dence was introduced in the course of his

review", and when he said in a letter to the

city of Oakville: "I hope that we can have
your brief available to me no later than May
15, 1977"? How does that correspond with
the Treasurer's refusal now to consider the

comprehensive brief which Oakville prepared
at considerable cost, a refusal which is set

out in his letter of June 24 to the clerk of
Oakville?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'll try to take them in

chronological order. I think when the report
was presented, the Treasurer made it quite
clear he would be reluctant to recommend to
his cabinet colleagues any significant changes
in the recommendations made by the hearing
officers. I'm sure all members would agree
with that in principle.

I think he also made it clear that if there
were representations to be made by any
municipality or individuals who did not agree
with the hearing officers recommendations,
and where they thought there were some very
valid circumstances that should be brought
to the attention of the Treasurer and his

officials, these would be considered in their
final recommendation to cabinet; he offered
that availability to them.

Because there is great concern and desire
on the part not only of the municipalities but
of the individuals and organizations affected

by the parkway belt west which would like
to see some finality, I think the Treasurer
made it quite clear he would like to have the
submissions or representations by whatever
date the Leader of the Opposition refers to,
which I don't think was unreasonable. I

haven't seen anything from the town of Oak-
ville-I believe it is still a town, not yet a
city--although the town of Oakville may now
have submitted a brief some several weeks
after the date scheduled.

I guess the problem is that the Treasurer
wants to bring finality to this and it is pos-
sible the town of Oakville was somewhat

late in its submission. I can't help the Leader
of the Opposition any more than that. I can

only say to him that we are most anxious to

give finality to the parkway belt west. A
number of decisions are pending, and I think
it's important for all concerned that the final

decision be rendered as soon as possible. I

think that is the sole intent of what the
Treasurer has said.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: 1 believe

the Premier is well-meaning but mistaken in

this regard. I would like to quote and then
ask a question. I quote from a letter by the

Treasurer on June 24 to Oakville where he
said: "When I received Oakville's submis-
sion"—which by the way was put in on time
—"I sought the advice of law officers of the

Ministry of the Attorney General and I have
now been advised by them that Under statutes

in law"—and so on and so forth—"it's not

appropriate for me to consider submissions
in the preparation of my recommendation to

cabinet." It turns out that he considers he's

prevented from receiving these.

I would ask the Premier, especially since

many of the lands that were struck out from
the parkway belt were done so at the insti-

gation of no one other than the hearing offi-

cers themselves in many instances, whether
the Premier feds it is fair and reasonable
for the Treasurer now to reject this report,
which he himself requested, and for him not
to read it at all before giving his decision
to cabinet?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't
think it's a question of just what is fair. If

the Treasurer has been advised that under
the legislation he is not legally permitted to

have formal submissions or to have them
form the base for any final submission to

cabinet, then of course he has to be bound
by the legislation.

I think it is also fair to state, in my limited

knowledge of it, that most of the alterations

made by the hearing officers, and I think I'm

right in this, came about at the request of

some of the people who were affected in the

parkway belt. Some of the changes did not,
but I think a number did; that's my best
recollection. I'm only familiar with that part
that is now in my own riding, which wasn't

materially altered in terms of the decision
of the hearing officers; I can't speak with the
same knowledge of those areas in Mississauga
and in Halton.

If the Treasurer has said to Oakville that

he is precluded by statute from treating their

submission in a formal sense, then I think the

Leader of the Opposition would want the

Treasurer of this province to observe the
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statutes that we all passed here in this

House. He is subject to those and I'm sure

will discharge his responsibilities related to

the statutory authority that has been given

to him, because the Leader of the Opposition
is always looking for statutory authority.

Mr. S. Smith: Another supplementary,
if I might, on this topic, Mr. Speaker: In the

border land between Oakville and Missis-

sauga, all of the cross-hatched lands indi-

cated on this map were excluded at the

instigation of the hearing officers and no

one else. Hence, no one has had a chance

for any input on those lands. In view of this

and the fact that the statutes can be amend-

ed in this House, would the Premier and

the Treasurer consider amending the statutes

to permit Oakville's brief to be considered

before a decision is brought down with

regard to the parkway belt west?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think

there's a fairly basic concern—I'm just speak-

ing now in response to a question without

careful reflection, but in that some questions
are asked without careful reflection, I guess
I can give an answer without careful re-

flection.

Mr. Reid: You usually do.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I don't say this particu-

lar question.

Mr. Macdonald: Then why the comment?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say to the

Leader of the Opposition that we could

amend the legislation, obviously. It could

be amended sometime in mid-fall. If by
amending the legislation we then started the

debate on the parkway belt west all over

again, we are then talking about a confirma-

tion that probably wouldn't take place until

1978. And I say with respect to the Leader
of the Opposition that for those who are

affected by it, as members in this House and
those who have been contacted over the

years about the length of time it has taken

the government to deal with it, I think most
of them would share my point of view that

it is in everybody's interest to have finality

to this as soon as possible. I see a fairly

lengthy time problem.
I would also say to the Leader of the

Opposition that in his consultation, the Treas-

urer has available to him those people
who were by and large responsible for the

initial plan that was laid before the munic-

ipalities and the public. I'm sure the Treas-

urer will have an opportunity to discuss

with them the rationale as to why that

particular cross-hatched area was in and

why the hearing officers suggested it be out.

Thus, I think Oakville's concerns to a certain

extent, will be accommodated as far as

consideration is concerned, by those people
who initially suggested it be in, if the mem-
ber can follow the logic of that argument.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Leader of the

Opposition with a new question.

Mr. S. Smith: Would it be unreasonable

to ask for one more supplementary on this?

Mr. Speaker: I thought you said that was

your final supplementary.

Mr. S. Smith: I thought it was, but—

Mr. Speaker: It's your time.

Mr. S. Smith: Basically what I want to

know is, does the Premier agree then that

the Treasurer was in error in inviting this

response in the first place? Is he suggesting

that Oakville might approach some of the

officers of the ministry rather than the

Treasurer himself and get the information

across that! way?
Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker,

I didn't hear the first part of the question.

Mr. S. Smith: I was asking if the Premier

would agree that the Treasurer Was in error

in inviting this response in the first place?

Secondly, would he suggest that Oakville

perhaps approach people within the minis-

try so that its view can be relayed in that

manner to the Treasurer before his decision

is made?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Their local member will

look after it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: The Minister of Transporta-

tion and Communications hasn't done much.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Premier has the

floor.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Davis: As the hon. member for

Brant-Oxford-Norfolk points out so properly

on this occasion, Mr. Speaker, the local

member has been looking after his constit-

uents so well for so many years that in this

particular situation I'm sure that interest

will be continued.

I can't say whether the Treasurer was

in error. I haven't discussed it with the

Treasurer. We have always attempted, in

matters of this kind, to give as much oppor-

tunity as is reasonable for people or munic-

ipalities to make their points of view known.

Mr. Sargent: Where's he hiding today?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, if the hon.

"distinguished" member—in quotes I say that

—for Grey-Bruce wants to ask me, as one of

his important questions today, where die
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Treasurer is at precisely this moment I will

be delighted to answer that if he gets up
and asks me the question.

Mr. Sargent: He's hiding behind the cur-

tains again.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I was interrupted, Mr.

Speaker. Was it an interjection?

Mr. S. Smith: Should they talk to the

ministry?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I wouldn't advise that.

I will discuss it with the Treasurer.

QUEBEC LANGUAGE LEGISLATION

Mr. S. Smith: I have a separate question
for the Premier. I recall the fanfare with

which it was announced that legal advice

would1 be sought on the constitutionality of

the proposed French-language changes in

Quebec—the so-called Bill 1, which is now
being retitled Bill 101. Can the Premier tell

us whether he has, as yet, received a report
from his; legal advisers regarding the consti-

tutionality of Quebec legislation in this re-

gard, and if he has received a report will he
be tabling it in the House?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, to the best

of my knowledge I have not received a re-

port at this moment. I would think any re-

port should reflect the possible changes in

the legislation which, I understand, is being
introduced this afternoon in Quebec City.

I would say to the Leader of the Opposi-
tion that when we have a chance to look at

Bill 101, which I'm told it will be titled,

when we assess that, which we may, I

would be quite prepared at the appropriate

time, if we have some legal opinions, to

share them with members of the House.
But with all the discussion that has gone on
over the proposed alterations, I think any
assessment of it probably should relate to

the revised bill that is being introduced, I

understand, this afternoon.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of a brief supple-
mentary:

1

In view of the importance of any
advice received and action taken on this and
other related matters, is the Premier pre-

pared to accept my suggestion that the three

leaders act in unison and form a leaders'

council on matters of national unity so that,
at least in that regard, Ontario is always per-
ceived as speaking with one voice?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I always feel on issues

of any kind that the government, and on
occasion the Premier, is speaking for the

people of this province, not just related to

this very important issue of national unity
but on those other controversial issues that

we get before us in this House from time to

time. Really, it would be an abdication of

the responsibility of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition to become part of an enclosed council

where he would then not be in a position to

effectively discharge his role as he should as

the leader of Her Majesty's official opposi-
tion. I would hope that view is shared by
the leader of the New Democratic Party,

because that is how the system works in this

province.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, oh, my caucus has pro-
hibited me from joining such a council— ;i

cautious motion.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would be delighted, Mr.

Speaker, as this discussion across Canada
continues over the weeks and months and,
who knows, the years that lie ahead, that we
have an opportunity to discuss those matters

in this House. I'm always appreciative of any

public support I receive from any members

opposite on any issue-

Mr. Warner: Tell him you will resign
then.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —and if the Leader of

the Opposition feels so inclined from time

to time to support the position taken by this

government I certainly would not reject that.

But I think the concept of a leaders' council

really is contrary to the principles of this

Legislature. I think it would put the Leader

of the Opposition in a very questionable

position of conflict, and I say that in the

nice sense of the word-
Mr. Lewis: But in excellent company, if

in conflict.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I wouldn't quarrel for a

moment as to the excellence of the com-

pany. I really think if he would assess what
I'm saying on careful reflection, he would
see that probably he can more effectivelv

discharge his responsibilities in the tradi-

tional role of the Leader of the Opposition.

Interjection.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I could take half an hour

on that.

Mr. Speaker: One final supplementary be-

cause we've spent 13 minutes on this.

Mr. Cassidy: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to the

Premier: In view of the fact that since the

Premier asked for that legal opinion about

Bill 1, the bill has been debated intensively

all across Quebec, it has been debated in

the press right across the country and has

now got to the point where a redraft of the

bill is being presented, was the original re-

quest for that legal opinion with regard to
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the government a genuine request for in-

formation, or was it in fact political grand-

standing prior to the Ontario election?

[2:30]

An hon. member: You should know lots

about that.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, unlike the

member for Ottawa Centre, I am very naive

in these matters and I don't know what

political grandstanding is.

Mr. MacDonald: Of course you do. You are

doing it now.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He demonstrates it very

effectively in this House and it is one of his

attributes I don't intend to follow. And his

leader knows that's true.

An hon. member: He's grandstanding for

the leadership.

An hon. member: Elie, your stock is

going 'way down.

HARTT INQUIRY

Mr. Lewis: Relax, all you people; let the

lame duck have his chance.

May I ask a question of the Premier, Mr.

Speaker: Would he comment on the explicit

reference on page two of the Minister of the

Environment's statement about the intention

of the government to deal in more specific

areas over the summer with matters arising

from the problems of the English-Wabigoon?
Can he be any more explicit about the gov-
ernment's intentions?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as I look at

the second paragraph on page two, it makes
it quite clear and I think I can say to the

hon. members that the minister really was
pretty non-provocative in his statements. I

think the minister could have assessed part
of the difficulties we are in and laid a good
part of the responsibility on the members

opposite, and I say that in a very construc-

tive sense-

Mr. MacDonald: Answer the question.

Mr. Riddell: The Premier is never provoc-
ative.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am never provocative.

Mr. MacDonald: Answer the question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Will the hon.
Premier please continue the answer and
ignore the interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: The member for York
South is feeling sensitive.

Mr. MacDonald: No, I am not feeling
sensitive.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, you are.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You used to be one of

the great environmentalists.

Mr. MacDonald: Point of order, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Order.

Mr. MacDonald: My point of order, Mr.

Speaker, is that if a member of the opposi-
tion wanders from his question unduly, you
bring him to order; if the Premier wanders,
he wanders at will, and that's what I was

trying to check.

Mr. Breithaupt: We can never tell with

the Premier, though.

Mr. Conway: How can you tell when he

is not wandering?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I have sug-

gested that we ignore the interjections but

there should be no interjections in the first

place. Will the hon. Premier continue with

the answer to the original question?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, on that point
of order I would only say to the member
for York South: At least when I wander, I

wander at will; it is not by misadventure, like

some of his colleagues.

Mr. MacDonald: That's a matter of judge-
ment.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I mean I like to think I

know where I am wandering.

Mr. Speaker: Now, the answer. Order,

please.

Mr. MacDonald: Answer the question.

Mr. Eaton: The Premier is getting to you.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the leader

of the New Democratic Party that as I read

the minister's statement, he made it very
clear that certainly this government—as he
has expressed and I and others have express-
ed on a number of occasions—is very con-

cerned with respect to the situation on the

English-Wabigoon, and that we do not relate

and did not relate and will not relate the

passage of what I think was good legislation
to that particular problem, and that is why
we are going the route of the public inquiry.

In the third paragraph on page two the

minister stated, and I think properly so, that

we intend to work with the Indians towards

the development of long-range programs. This

is not confined and does not relate exclusively

to the English-Wabigoon. It relates to the

intent of this government to work with the

native people throughout the province of

Ontario—not just in the northwest or the

northeast, because we also want to work with

the native people in southern Ontario in

terms of development of Longer-term eco-
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nomic policies. Obviously this has more ap-

plication in some communities than in others.

I would point out to the leader of the New
Democratic Party that a week ago tomorrow
we received what I think are some very
constructive presentations from the native

people of this province. We are assessing all

of them very carefully and hope to be in a

position over the summer months to respond
in a positive way to some of those presenta-
tions made to us.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary: With the in-

formation he has at hand after all this time,
can the Premier tell us whether in fact there

is a danger to health from eating the fish on
the English-Wabigoon system, and if so, why
he does not close down the system?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Is the hon. member in

favour of that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think the

question obviously is, to a certain extent, an

oversimplification. The concern of the gov-
ernment—and I guess we could discuss this

at great length—has been obviously with

respect to the health of the native people.
We have also said—and I think the Minister

of Natural Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller)

phrased this quite well—that we do not re-

gard the simple act of closing, which the

hon. member himself knows better than any-
one else is almost totally unenforceable—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: He knows that; let him
admit it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We could, I guess, pass
a regulation saying we will close 200 miles

of a river system. Our concern is that we
are looking for more practical, long-term
solutions-

Mr. Cassidy: You have been saying that

for eight years.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —than just a simplistic

closing which in itself could not solve the

problem, which probably is unenforceable
and which we do not think at this moment
is a practical solution.

Mr. Cassidy: The Minister of the Environ-
ment thinks it is enforceable.

'Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are as anxious as

anyone in this Legislature to find a viable,

practical solution to the problem faced by the

native people in those two reserves, and we
are working conscientiously to see whether

something can be found. I just say to the
hon. member, who is relatively familiar with
that area, that we sincerely believe a sim-

plistic closing is not in itself the solution to

the problem and that's why we have not

opted for it.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary.

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary?

Mr. Lewis: Yes.

Mr. Speaker: I'm sorry I didn't recognize
the hon. member before. He may ask a

supplementary now.

Mr. Lewis: Leaving aside the matter of

the closing—we understand the government's

position; it has been debated before and will

be debated again—is it possible to work into

the consultative process, which the Premier

has in mind in the immediate future, mem-
bers of the Legislature from other than the

government party, since clearly this is some-

thing which involves the Legislature as a

whole and since clearly there has been great

difficulty in achieving the constructive solu-

tions which the Premier himself and the

Minister of Natural Resources said were un-

attainable during the course of the campaign.
Can we try another approach at this point in

time?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Quite sincerely, Mr.

Speaker, I assess—we are facetious about it

here on occasion and joke about it a bit—I

quite objectively assess constructive proposals

that are made by members opposite. I have

done that since having some responsibility

here in 1962, and a few members who have

been here during that length of time realize

—I am sorry to wander a little bit, Mr. Speak-

er, but even in the old days in Education-

Mr. Reid: Trying to blame the school sys-

tem on us?

Hon. Mr. Davis: —we found ways of

developing constructive suggestions from

across the House—and there were some, in-

cluding some from the member for York

South—and they ultimately became govern-
ment policy.

I have looked at the suggestion from the

leader of the New Democratic Party, and I

have assessed it very carefully. It wasn't just

a question of a political rejection out of hand.

The issue is too serious for that; it is of too

great concern to me personally, and I am
sure to all of us. While considering it, Mr.

Speaker, the reason that I have questioned its

practicality at this moment is that I really

doubt that an all-party committee of this

House could bring the measure of objec-

tivity and perhaps to a certain extent the

expertise—although we all have feelings and

views about it—that some sort of structure,

if it could be developed, might entail.

I am not rejecting at all the genuine in-

terest of the leader of the New Democratic

Party, or his knowledge or that of his col-
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leagues. But I am concerned on an issue of

this sensitivity whether an all-party com-

mittee, as he suggested, would in fact come
up with a solution that would be totally

objective, in that we are all human and
we all have our biases and points of view
before even sitting on a committee of that

nature.

Mr. Cassidy: It's better to have the biases

of the Minister of Northern Affairs, is that

right?

Mr. Stokes: What are you going to do?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Very simply, that's why
I have been hesitant and reluctant to accept
what I have always treated as being a
constructive suggestion. I don't belittle it

in any way, shape or form.

Mr. Lewis: I am not sure that I meant

anything quite so formal as that.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Grey-
Bruce with a final supplementary.

Mr. Sargent: I would like to ask the

Premier whether he bas any concern in

regard to the time factors involved here. Is

it going to take five years? Is he going to

set limitations on this inquiry as to whether
it should be 18 months, two years or five

years? Isn't that important to him?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would only say to the
member for Grey-Bruce-and I assume he is

referring to the inquiry that will be con-
ducted by Mr. Justice Hartt under the order
in council we will be passing tomorrow
morning or sometime around noon—that we
are anxious to have this move ahead. It must
be very evident to him, if not to his col-

leagues—and I assume it is—that our urgency
is demonstrated very clearly by the fact we
are going to pass that order in council, in-
stead of having what I think would have
been a better approach, that is the unanimous
approval of this House to the amendments
to the bill that would have put this inquiry
in place. It became impossible for us to do
that and we're demonstrating our sense cf

urgency and our concern by using the
vehicle of the order in council.

Mr. Sargent: Don't give us doubletalk. Is

the government going to set time limits
on it?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I just wish this urgency
were shared by some of the members op-
posite.

Mr. Sargent: This is doubletalk.

Mr. Kerrio: Answer the question.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That was the

final supplementary.

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
Mr. Lewis: A question to the Minister of

Health: Can he explain to the Legislature
what prompted officials in his ministry—I

think it was Mr. Chatfield, in fact, to name
him precisely—or what possessed them to

issue this clarification to psychiatric hospitals
and institutions dealing with the treatment

of children, to say that charges could be

laid, I guess in various circumstances, against
children in their care? I don't understand

what prompted all that.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Let's first of all clarify

that this went to the administrators of all

psychiatric hospitals affecting the care of all

patients. It wasn't aimed at any particular

client group or age group or whatever.

The reasons for it arise out of concerns

expressed, as I understand it, by some ad-

ministrators as to the rights of the individual

before the law and the concerns expressed

by some of the legal counsel in the Ministry
of Health that there had to be a clarification,

that we had no right—this Legislature has

no right—to take away the right of an indi-

vidual to seek redress before the courts.

In clarifying this I also want to make it

clear that we are not in any way encouraging

any more use of this recourse by anyone,
either in an official capacity or in a per-

sonal capacity. The important thing to re-

member, and my predecessor stressed this,

is to ensure that the minister's office knows

of any potential action. Even when people
take action in a personal way we must still

be advised so that we can be sure everything

is quite correct as to the mode and type of

care being given to that particular patient,

be he a child or an adult.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary; it

is quite clear then that this clarification

doesn't alter the decision arising, I guess it

was from the Norma Dean case and other

matters, around the thoughtless and at times

unjustifiable abuse of the procedure in cer-

tain of the government treatment centres?

The ministry is not shifting ground now on

this basis?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Let me, if I may, read

to the member the last paragraph of the

memorandum which may, or should, allay

his concerns: "I would, however, request

that administrators inform the ministry when-

ever a criminal charge is laid by an employee

against an adolescent patient." This is getting

at the member's specific concern. "Although
as indicated above the employee is perfectly
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free to lay such a charge, the minister should

be aware of all such charges as they arise."

This gets to the point that while the

individual, as we're advised by our legal

counsel, has certain rights before the law

to lay certain charges, we want to be sure

we are in a position, if we want, to have

the opportunity to offer additional represen-
tation in a court of law as to where the

adolescent should eventually be placed and
under what terms and what kind of program.

So in short, we're not shifting ground.

Mr. McClellan: Supplementary: Given that

the Provincial Secretary for Social Develop-
ment (Mrs. Birch) has expressed unequivocal

disapproval at the practice of charging
adolescents by so-called therapeutic staff and
has expressed dismay at instances brought
to her attention, may I ask the minister if

he has discussed this policy change with the

provincial secretary; and if not would he go
back and review this policy with her?

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, the mem-
ber is asking me to repeal the common law.

Mr. Lewis: By way of one last supple-
mentary: Could the minister table all this

for us? Could he table the memorandum and
let us see what is going out to the staff.

Hon, Mr. Timbrell: If the House adjourns
today, I will send it to the hon member.
One way or the other I will get it to him.

HOSPITAL SERVICE IN OWEN SOUND
Mr. Sargent: A question of the Minister

of Health: Ine view of the fact that I would
like to ask a question about hospital closings

generally, I know, Mr. Speaker, you will

want to welcome the mayor of the city of

Owen Sound, Bob Rutherford, Alderman
Bob Gallen, Alderman Ovid Jackson and the

city clerk, Al Hancock. They are down here
in support, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Eaton: I thought we were not supposed
to do this any more.

Mr. Sargent: Thank you. The mayor is a

good Tory; there's a good Tory.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I certainly want to wel-
come the mayor of Owen Sound, no question
about that.

Mr. Speaker: Now after the transgression,
will the hon. member ask a question?

Mr. Sargent: Since the minister can't get
his act together on a new hospital for Owen
Sound, and has now come up with a merger
—with deadlines set by June 1, 1977, before
the election—will he advise the House when
he will decide on this merger, and will all

the commitments regarding pensions and job

protection be honoured?
In other words, where do we stand?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, to the

best of my knowledge, discussions are con-

tinuing between the administration and board
of the Owen Sound General and Marine

Hospital with our people in the Ministry of

Health who are responsible for the operation
of the Dr. Mackinnon Phillips Hospital. There
are certain aspects as regards benefits about
which we in the Ministry of Health have put
forward proposals to Management Board and
cabinet. Once we have completed that pro-

cess, I can tell you exactly where we are.

I am pleased that the discussions are

carrying on because I think there is a tremen-
dous potential here, not only to meet the

needs of the people of Owen Sound and
area but also to save considerable amounts
of money.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
The former minister (Mr. F. S. Miller) and
the Premier have guaranteed a new $50
million hospital for Owen Sound by 1980.

Will that still be on the boards if the present
minister is still around? What is going to

happen here?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I don't believe any
such guarantee was given. I don't recall

any such guarantee being given.

Mr. Sargent: Why doesn't the minister ask

his predecessor?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I will later.

BEVERAGE CONTAINER TAX
Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, with regard to

the statement by the Minister of the Envi-

ronment that he intends to leave the can tax

bill on the order paper for discussion in the

fall, will the minister also undertake to bring
in this fall a program for providing alterna-

tive employment and income protection for

can and bottle workers who may be dis-

placed by any measures which reduce the

use of throw-aways?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes. That will be the type
or thing that I will be talking to you about,
Marion.

Mr. Speaker: Such familiarity.

ENTERO-VIOFORM PRESCRIPTION

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, in re-

sponse to the question raised by the mem-
ber for Port Arthur concerning the drug
product Entero-Vioform, I would like to

provide the following answer:

'This drug had been routinely used for the

treatment of "traveller's diarrhea" for many
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years— I don't know whether that includes

fellow-travellers or not. At that time it was

thought the compound had a low order of

toxicity; it has now been shown that such

use is associated with significant risk. The
most important toxic reaction is myelo-optic

neuropathy, a syndrome characterized by
abdominal symptoms, peripheral neuropathy
and muscle weakness occasionally progress-

ing to paraplegia.

Early in 1976, this drug was made a pre-

scription item in Canada, available only with

the advice of and on prescription from a

physician. However, it should be noted that

this drug is still widely available to tourists

travelling in many countries, especially the

Asiatic countries, where it is sold for either

summer, travellers' or unspecified diarrhea;

gastroenteritis; colitis, or digestive disorders

associated with diarrhea. In some countries,

products are sold without any indication that

the drug is part of the formulation.

Mr, Foulds: Supplementary to the min-
ister's answer, Mr. Speaker: Could he tell us

what steps he can take, or have the federal

authorities take, to ensure it is not sold off

the shelf? I have been able to purchase it

off the shelf as recently as two months ago.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I would

very much appreciate having the name of

the pharmacy or other retail
1

operation where
the member purchased it. In May 1976 the

College of Pharmacists, in their newsletter,
informed the pharmacists around the prov-
ince that this particular drug at that point

required prescription, and that they were
therefore to take it off the shelf. The college,

through its inspectors, is responsible for fol-

lowing up on these orders and where neces-

sary taking disciplinary action. If the mem-
ber would provide me with the name of the

pharmacy I will be glad to see that it is

passed on to the College of Pharmacists and
that appropriate action is taken.

WHEELCHAIR RAMP
Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Acting Minister of Government Serv-
ices in relation to the gold-plated wheelchair

ramp between the north wing and the main

building.
How can the minister justify spending

$212,000 of the taxpayers' money to put in

a simple wheelchair ramp between the main
building and the north wing-$212,000 and
seven months to build.

Mr. S. Smith: A whole hotel has gone up
in that time.

Mr. Eakins: We thought it was a make-
work project.

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, I can get
the details of the tender, but it is more than

a wheelchair ramp. There is also a wheel-
chair elevator, I can tell him that. Also, it

now looks as though it will be finished be-

tween August 21 and the end of August.

Mr. Nixon: It's to accommodate those

carts the bartenders run back and forth.

Mr. Reid: Supplementary: How does the

minister justify that amount of money and
that kind of time when we can build a

whole new hotel or a new parliament build-

ing in seven months?

Mr. Eakins: It's a make-work project.

Mr. McEwen: What's a million?

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, I oan't tell

him the details until I have them in front of

me, but I can tell him, from previous experi-
ence as minister of public works some years
ago-
Mr. Eakins: The minister for the Christmas

party.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Auld: —that this is probably the
most expensive building in town to do any-
thing to. Every time we have made altera-

tions it has been extremely costly because it's

a very old building.

Mr. O'Neil: Supplementary: I wonder, Mr.

Speaker, if the minister could tell us whether
that is the exact amount; is it on a contract

basis or is it on a cost-plus basis?

Hon. Mr. Auld: My recollection is that it

is on a contract basis, but I'll be delighted to

get the material and pass it along.

CONSERVATION OF
GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS

Mr. Bounsall: I have a new question of the

Acting Minister of Government Services. Fully
understanding that the designation, by local

conservation advisory committees and local

councils, of buildings as architecturally and

historically important is not binding on build-

ings owned by the government, would the

minister, however, clearly instruct everyone
in his ministry to co-operate fully with the

Ontario Heritage Foundation and those local

architectural conservation committees regard-

ing any government ministry's plans to reno-

vate or in any way alter government build-

ings so designated in order that the distinctive

architectural features are not destroyed by
those alterations; particularly inasmuch as so

many of the historically important buildings
across Ontario are now owned by the govern-
ment?

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Speaker, since it was

my bill that set up the program I am of course
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very interested in doing that; and it has been
done in fact. However, I should remind the

hon. member that the legislation does not

require an owner to renovate if he or she

chooses not to; what it does do is give the

municipality the opportunity, within a speci-

fied time, to acquire the building and then

carry out the renovations itself.

I think the time period is six months during
which an owner cannot tear it down or make
major alterations, but there is no binding

requirement on an owner to do this without

compensation.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary: In this re-

gard was the minister specifically assured that

the substantial renovations to be made to the

old' Essex county courthouse and the registry

office, both duly designated by the Windsor

city council and the Windsor Architectural

Conservation Advisory Committee—renova-
tions for the purpose of expansion of the

Windsor jail facilities—be thoroughly discussed

with that local advisory committee, particu-

larly in as much as they are concerned that

some of the historical and architectural fea-

tures will disappear and in as much as the

courthouse apparently is unique architecturally

within Ontario and was built by a company
operated by a former Prime Minister of

Canada, one Alexander Mackenzie?

Mr. Conway: Good' Liberal.

Mr. Warner: There's no such thing.

Hon. Mr. Auld: I'd remind the hon. mem-
ber that the ministry had some discussion and
was unable to satisfy the Toronto Historical

Society about renovations about 999 Queen
Street for the reason that it was impossible
to restore the building to its original condi-
tion and carry out the kind of programs that

are now required in a psychiatric hospital.
I'm not making any invidious comparisons be-
tween psychiatric hospitals and courthouses,
but I would say that it may well be that there

are certain renovations that have to be carried

out which may interfere with the original

architecture, but without which the court

can't function properly.

BELLEVUE NURSING HOME
Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I have an

answer to a question raised by the member
for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes) regarding
Bellevue Residence.

Bellevue Residence is located at Orleans,

Ontario, and is operated as a boarding home.
When the member raised this question I di-

rected one of our staff from the inspection
branch to visit the facility.

Residents are referred for admission pri-

marily from the Ottawa-Carleton regional wel-

fare department. The Prescott welfare de-

partment also admits residents to the Bellevue

facility. In addition to the foregoing, admis-

sions are also made through the patient

placement co-ordination services of Brock-

ville Psychiatric Hospital and the Royal Ot-

tawa Hospital.

Approximately 30 per cent of the residents

are being rehabilitated for alcohol addiction.

Health and social needs of the foregoing
residents are met through placement follow-

up by social workers from the welfare de-

partments and institutions involved. In addi-

tion, two physicians call on a regular basis

to monitor the health needs of the persons

residing in this facility.

Standards for this facility are set by the

federal Department of Health and Welfare
and an environmental health inspector visits

the facility every two months to ensure that

environmental standards and proper food

standards are maintained. Although there are

no specific provincial standards that this

facility must meet regarding general care, if

a medical problem does occur, the medical

officer of health, under The Public Health

Act, does have the authority to investigate

and take corrective action.

In addition, social workers monitor the

placements to ensure satisfactory care and
that there is adequate financial arrangements
for the individuals on welfare.

The menu in use at present was reviewed

by our inspectors and appeared to be ade-

quate. According to the administrator—and
this relates to a specific concern of the hon.

member—blood pudding was served once.

Upon direction from the administrator, it

was removed from the menu. The menu offers

a variety of food; sausage, blood pudding
and macaroni are not a constant diet. A
new menu to be introduced was reviewed.

Macaroni is served on one day as macaroni

and cheese, and on Sunday, as part of the

cold plate, as macaroni salad.

The food storage was reviewed. There

appeared to be ample food properly stored

and, where appropriate, under refrigeration.

Mr. Cunningham: Gong.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The kitchen was clean.

Mr. Speaker, in her question, the member
for Carleton East asked about a broken

septic tank and I had my staff look into this

matter. Although there were some problems

experienced some time ago with the septic

tank system-
Mr. Sargent: Write her a letter.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: This is a very serious

matter raised by one of our fellow members
and I hope the member pays attention.
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Although there were some problems ex-

perienced some time ago with the septic tank

system there is not now a problem. However,
the National Capital Commission has now
agreed to help Mr. Bordo install a sewer sys-

tem that will connect with the Orleans sys-

tem this fall. In the interim, Mr. Speaker, I

am informed that the NCC has agreed to put
an additional two foot layer of sand over the

existing septic tank by the end of this week.

'Mr. Warner: I don't believe this nonsense.

MACLAREN HOUSE NURSING HOME
Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, the issue

of transfer of residents to MacLaren House

Nursing Home has also been investigated. It

has been identified that residents whose
health status changes have such changes
monitored by the physicians who attend the

facility.

Mr. Cunningham: Take him out to lunch.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Since May 5, it has

been identified that five residents have been

evaluated and application has been made for

extended health care benefits.

iMr. Sargent: You are not even a good
reader!

An hon. member: A slow reader.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Yes, I'm a very slow

reader; sorry, Eddie.

These applications were approved and the

residents in question have been transferred

to MacLaren House Nursing Home. This

arrangement is not unusual and is appropriate
for the handling of persons whose health

status changes and for whom nursing home
care is required.

[3:00]

Mr. Speaker: We'll allow one supple-

mentary on this.

Ms. Cigantes: Mr. Speaker, by way of sup-

plementary, I would like to express my
incredulity and to ask, can the minister

actually be proud of a report like that?

Mr. Speaker: Does the member have a

question of information?

Ms. Gigantes: He's admitted every com-

plaint. Can he be proud of that?

An hon. member: Question, question.

Mr. Lewis: That is a question.

Mr. Warner: A complete whitewash.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Ask a question. You've

got to have a question; you've been around

long enough.

Ms. Cigantes: That was a question, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: You're not a beginner

any more.

Mr. Speaker: We'll go to the next question.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, may I

answer the question? Or is the member to

get away with that kind of nonsense? Abso-

lutely hopeless.

Mr. Lewis: There was a clear interroga-
tive tone in the voice.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: You don't know how
to do anything but play games, do you?

Ms. Gigantes: Shame.

Mr. Warner: Absolute whitewash.

Mr. Lewis: There is something wrongiwith
your regional services branch. r

EDUCATION REGIONAL
OFFICE CLOSURES

Mr. Sweeney: A question of the Minister

of Education: Can the minister confirm that

the regional offices of his ministry in Water-

loo, Kingston and St. Catharines have been

ordered closed?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Yes, Mr. Speaker. As a

part of our ongoing reorganizations in the

ministry, we are phasing out the regional

operations in Kitchener-Waterloo, Kingston
and St. Catharines, yes.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Can the minister explain how it is possible

than an official of his ministry visited each

of those offices between two and three

months ago and clearly told the staff they

were not going to be closed? Is there some

change of policy of such significance that

could take place in only two or three months?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I think, Mr. Speaker, if

my friend checked what was transmitted to

those offices at that time, he probably would
find the message was that nothing had been

decided at that time.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Wells: It has now been decided

that the actual offices will be phased out in

those three locations. We intend to keep the

other regional offices open. Indeed, some of

the professional staff in St. Catharines,
Kitchener-Waterloo and Kingston will pro-

bably remain living in those particular com-
munities and servicing the school districts

they service from their home in those areas,

that is still being worked out.

We intend that regional offices remain in

operation. Those that do will be strengthened
and the operation will be available to all the
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county school boards in the province from our

regional offices, in the north and southern

Ontario.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: Is it a very short one?

Mr. Sweeney: Is there any significance to

the fact that the announcement was made the

day after the minister's estimates were com-

pleted in this House?

Hon. Mr. Wells: Mr. Speaker, there's no

significance whatsoever.

PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES

Mr. Grande: Mr. Speaker, my question is

of the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications: Given the chaotic traffic condi-

tions that exist in many residential streets

south of Eglinton, with the result that many
taxpayers are petitioning the York Borough
council to change two-way streets to one-way
streets to alleviate the traffic conditions; and

given the fact that the Spadina subway is to

open by September or October of this year;

and also the commitment that this govern-
ment has made to building park-andLride

facilities in the Davis Ditch; could the minis-

ter bring this House up to date as to the

status of the park-and-ride facility or facilities

at Lawrence, or south of Lawrence Avenue?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I don't recall

any discussions about building a parking

garage in that particular location. But as the

hon. member knows—

Mr. Cassidy: Another election promise
down the drain.

Hon. Mr. Snow: —following a meeting be-

tween the borough mayors and city mayor,
and the Metro chairman and the Premier (Mr.

Davis) and myself, last December I guess it

was, the Premier asked me and my ministry to

do a study on park-and-ride facilities in the

Spadina arterial road corridor south of

Lawrence Avenue—or actually in the corridor,

period. This study was completed. The recom-

mendations of the study group was that a

park-and-ride facility be constructed at the

Glencairn Spadina subway station. That de-

cision, and copies of the report, were trans-

mitted to the Metropolitan Toronto chairman,
the mayor of Toronto, the mayor of York and
the mayor of North York. I believe it was,

along with a commitment, a letter from myself
to the Metro chairman, that this was our

recommendation and that we were prepared
to supply the 75 per cent funding for the

construction of such facility. To date we have

had no reply to that letter, I believe.

Mr. Grande: Supplementary: Since the

problem appears to be at the Metro level in

that they have not decided where to build

the facility, is the minister prepared to give
Metro a deadline as to when this body should

come to him with a recommendation, keeping
in mind, as I said before, the subway be-

comes operative in October, 1977? If Metro
does not come through with the decision, is

the government prepared to build a park-and-
ride facility on its own?

Hon. Mr. Snow: First of all, there have
been some requests from the Metropolitan
Toronto chairman for some discussions at the

staff level with regard to the park-and-ride

facility. I also anticipate having a meeting
v/ith him personally in the near future to

discuss the matter.

With regard to the balance of the question;

no, I don't believe I am prepared to put a

deadline on when Metro should build the

facility. I think that's their decision.

Secondly; no, I'm not prepared to build one

provincially, because it should be a Metro

facility if it is to be there, and I recommend
that it should be built.

TRAIN SERVICE

Mr. G. E. Smith: I have a question of the
Minister of Transportation and Communi-
cations. Is the minister aware that the

Northlander, the newest train that is oper-
ated by the Ontario Northland Railway,
which travels daily to and from North Bay
to Toronto and return, no longer uses the
Bala grid and goes down through Beaverton
via the east side of Lake Simcoe, but travels

the west side through Orillia and Barrie?

Is he aware that the train does not stop at

Orillia? I would like to know why one of

the larger cities between Toronto and North

Bay is deprived of this service?

Mr. Sargent: It doesn't stop at Owen
Sound either.

Hon. Mr. Snow: When the initial plans
were made for the implementation of the

Northlander service, the intention was that

the CNR line on the east side of Lake Sim-

coe would continue to be used, as that line

had always been used for the passenger
service into northeastern Ontario. When
Ontario Northland got down to refining the

schedules and the operations with officials

of the CNR, it was decided that the train

would run on both sides of Lake Simcoe.

There are really two trips a day, one

travelling to the east of Lake Simcoe and

one to the west. The train does stop at

Barrie. It does not stop at Orillia at this

time because it stops at Washago. I realize

that Washago is a very small community

compared to Orillia, but there's an oper-
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ational requirement that it must stop at

Washago for the change of crews.

Mr. Reid: It should at least slow down
a little.

Hon. Mr. Snow: The full Northlander
service will not be implemented until this

fall when the other two trains arrive. Also,

there will be some consideration given to

speeding up the schedule because the train

is capable of travelling at a higher rate of

speed, in the opinion of the officials of

Ontario Northland. So it may be, come fall,

when the schedules are adjusted and when
the other two trains go into service, that

Orillia can be added as a stop. We'll con-

sider that.

Mr. G. E. Smith: Supplementary: Is the

minister aware—and I'm sure he is—that the

city of Barrie benefits from GO Transit and

due to its geographic location is receiving

a greater bus service than the city of Orillia?

Will he take these facts into consideration

when the schedule is reassessed during the

fall months?

Mr. Breaugh: Just say "yes."

Hon. Mr. Snow: Yes, I am aware that a

limited number of GO Transit buses travel

as far as the city of Barrie. I am also aware

that the city of Orillia as well as Barrie has

other very excellent bus services; we will

consider all that when we are looking at it

this fall.

STAFF MOVE COST

Mr. Cunningham: I too have a question for

the Minister of Transportation and Communi-
cations: Would the minister please explain

why it appears that the moving of the

Urban Transportation Development Corpo-
ration staff, and contractors' staff, to King-
ston will cost somewhere in the area of $1.8

million, when the entire cost of the project
is expected to cost $14 million? Will the

minister further itemize these costs for us?

Hon. Mr. Snow: I realize that question is

derived from the answer to the question on
the order paper and that the hon. member
needs an additional breakdown on that. I

am sure the hon. member realizes that the
overall intermediate capacity transit system
research project is to cost considerably more
money than what he has just suggested, but
I will get that additional information.

Mr. Cunningham: By way of one brief

supplementary, is the minister sending it by
Brinks?

Mr. Speaker: I am not sure that's supple-
mentary.

Mr. Cunningham: Is he sending it by
Brinks or taxicab?

TRUCK LICENSING
Mr. Philip: A question of the Minister of

Transportation and Communications arising
from the report of the select committee on
highway transportation of goods, and of con-
cern to the trucking industry as it involves
their loss of revenue: Can the minister tell

the House when he plans to implement the
recommendation of the committee that there
be a moratorium on class R licences? And
would the minister care to inform us as to
the state of reciprocity agreements between
Ontario and Georgia?

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to see I am not being neglected for questions
on my birthday.

[Applause]

Mr. MacDonald: That's one way to get
applause.

Mr. Cassidy: You are just looking for

sympathy.

An hon. member: At last, 39.

Mr. Havrot: You should live so long.
Hon. Mr. Snow: And I didn't bring my

white horse today either.

On behalf of King Billy, Mr. Speaker-
An hon. member: He is sitting right there.

Mr. Breithaupt: He will answer on his
own.

Hon. Mr. Snow: Now what was the ques-
tion?

Mr. Speaker, we are working within the
ministry on the many recommendations of
the select committee on highways transporta-
tion of goods. I realize one of the recom-
mendations was that there be a moratorium
on the issuance of class R licences for dump
trucks.

I have discussed this matter with the chair-
man of the Highway Transport Board and
I have come to the conclusion that until we
consider the recommendations totally it

would not be reasonable to initiate a total

moratorium on licences because, based on
need in certain particular areas of the

province, it will be necessary from time to
time to grant class R licences, in some cases
on a temporary basis for a particular con-
struction job. So I don't feel that a mora-
torium would really be workable across the

province.
The chairman of the Highway Transport

Board is well aware of the recommendation
and is not handing out class R licences on a
wholesale basis but monitoring the situation
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very carefully and only granting licences

where there is a need proven.
The second part of the question related

to reciprocity between Ontario and Georgia.
I am not at this moment in detailed negoti-
ations with the state of Georgia, although
we did receive a letter from their transpor-
tation commissioner or some official within

the last few days.

My officials have been meeting with the

state of Louisiana and have come up with

some type of draft agreement for the imple-
mentation of reciprocity with that state. That

agreement is before different ministries of

the government other than my own which
are involved at this time and is under con-
sideration by the government.

I feel if we can come up with an appro-
priate agreement for Louisiana or any state,

and get the policy established as to what
type of reciprocity agreements we are going
to enter into, then entering into agreements
with other states will be much easier.

[3:15]

HOME SUPPORT PROGRAM
Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I regret

very much that I have to respond to this

question in the absence of the hon. member
for St. George (Mrs. Campbell). Not for the
reason you might think, but because it was
she who, as I recall, asked the question. How-
ever, I also know that she cares very much
that I respond—

Mr. Speaker: You might put it on the

record, please.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —before the House
rises, and this may be the last question
period for a while.

It related, Mr. Speaker, to the question of
the home support service program and cer-

tain figures that had been passed to her by
our ministry. I think in order to understand
the use of the words "committed jobs" that
she was questioning, it is necessary to under-
stand that the initial feedback from the mu-
nicipalities and the Indian bands resulted in

most cases, in communication from the social

services administrator of the municipality ex-

pressing the intent to participate, subject to

the municipal council getting final approval
by way of resolution.

I would like to point out that in the initial

response, which was over a period of six to

eight weeks following the announcement, we
had—as of the time of the question, which
was approximately a week ago-a total of 403
committed jobs. In some of those situations
v/e are still awaiting the receipt of the reso-
lution of the municipal council. There are 12

municipalities in the province that have not

yet responded, and there are some 17 which
have indicated they do not have any desire

to participate. Of those 403 jobs, 126 of

them have been implemented, as I under-

stand it.

Mr. S. Smith: Only 126 jobs?

Mr. Lewis: It hardly corresponds to the

budget promises.

Hon. Mr. Norton: There are 277 jobs in

the second category where we are simply

av/aiting receipt of the resolution of the

council, but the intention has been expressed
to proceed.
More specifically, with respect to the ques-

tion concerning Metro council, which the

hon. member raised, I have had communica-
tion with Chairman Godfrey of Metro coun-

cil, and have written to him on two occa-

sions. Unfortunately, his first communication

to me was during the election campaign and
there was some delay in my response to that

letter. But I have, as recently as this week,

responded to him for the second time, and I

am now awaiting the decision of the Metro-

politan council as to whether or not they
wish to participate.

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

REPORTS

CLARKE INSTITUTE

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The Ontario Mental

Health Foundation Act requires that the

Clarke Institute of Psychiatry make a report

to the Minister of Health, as to the founda-

tion and its affairs during the preceding year.

I am tabling in the House today the Annual

Report of the Clarke Institute for the year
ended December 31, 1976, which was sub-

mitted to me on June 30, and subsequently
to the Lieutenant Governor in Council.

ESTIMATES, MINISTRY OF ENERGY
Mr. Johnson from the standing resources

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts and to defray the expenses of the

Ministry of Energy be granted to Her Ma-
jesty for the fiscal year ending March 31,
1978:

Ministry administration program . . $ 598,000

Energy policy program 2,276,000

Regulatory affairs program 636,000

Energy supply program 5,365,000

Energy conservation program .... 5,745,000
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MOTIONS

SELECT COMMITTEE
ON COMPANY LAW

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that a select com-
mittee of the Legislature be appointed to

continue the inquiry and review of the law

affecting the corporations in this province as

reported on by the select committee of this

House, appointed on June 22, 1965, and

reappointed on July 8, 1966, July 23, 1968,

December 17, 1971, and May 25, 1976, and
in particular to inquire into and review the

law relating to the business of insurance

companies in the province including, but not

restricted to:

(a) The incorporation, licensing, regula-
tion and supervision of insurers as joint stock

companies, mutual corporations, fraternal

societies, mutual benefit societies, exchanges,
syndicates of underwriters and rating bureaux

carrying on all classes of insurance business

in this province; mergers, amalgamations and
reinsurance of liabilities, reporting to share-

holders, policyholders and members, their

solvency, liquidity and financial require-

ments, the purposes, scope and functions of

their returns, reports, statistical gathering and
the basis for their rates and premiums;

(b) Automobile insurance contracts and,
in particular, the provision of accident bene-

fits, fire insurance, life insurance, accident

and sickness and marine insurance contracts

and generally insurance contracts in this

province;

(c) The licensing, regulation and super-
vision of insurance agents, brokers and ad-

justers; and

(d) The marketing of insurance in this

province;
And that the select comittee have authority

to sit during recesses and the interval be-

tween sessions and have full power and

authority to employ counsel and such other

personnel as may be deemed advisable and
to hold meetings and hearings in such places
as the committee may deem advisable and to

call for persons, papers and things and to

examine witnesses under oath; and the as-

sembly doth command and compel attendance

before the said select committee of such

persons and the production of such papers
and things as the committee may deem neces-

sary for any of its proceedings and delibera-

tions, for which the hon. the Speaker may
issue his warrant or warrants.

And that the said committee be composed
of 14 members as follows: Messrs. Breithaupt

(chairman), Cunningham, Cureatz, Germa,

Gregory, Grossman, Laughren, McCaffrey,

Reid, Renwick, Rotenberg, Stong, Van Home
and Yakabuski.

Motion agreed to.

SELECT COMMITTEE
ON THE OMBUDSMAN

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that a select com-
mittee of this House be appointed to con-

tinue to review from time to time the reports
of the Ombudsman as they become available

and as the committee deems necessary, pur-
suant to section 16(1) of The Ombudsman
Act, 1975, to formulate from time to time

general rules for the guidance of the Om-
budsman in the exercise of his functions

under The Ombudsman Act, to report there-

on to the Legislature and to make such

recommendations as the committee deems

appropriate;
And that the select committee have author-

ity to sit during recesses and the interval

between sessions and have power to employ
such staff as it deems necessary and to call

for persons, papers and things and to ex-

amine witnesses under oath; and the assembly
doth command and compel the attendance
before the said select committee of such

persons and the production of such papers
and things as the committee may deem
necessary for any of its proceedings and
deliberations for which the hon. the Speaker
may issue his warrant or warrants;
And that the said committee consist of 10

members as follows: Messrs. Davison (chair-

man), Villeneuve, Turner, G. Taylor, Elgie,

Campbell, Eakins, G. I. Miller, Renwick and
McClellan.

Motion agreed to.

STANDING RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the standing

resources development committee be author-

ized to sit during the summer recess of the

House for the purposes of considering Bill

22, An Act to amend The Labour Relations

Act; and that the said committee be author-

ized to hold hearings in such locations of

Ontario as the committee deems appropriate.

Motion agreed to.

RESOURCES COMMITTEE
SUBSTITUTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that Mr. Mancini

be substituted for Mr. Riddell; Mr. Hennessy
be substituted for Mr. Yakabuski, and Messrs.

Mackenzie and Bounsall be substituted for

Messrs. Laughren and Martel on the stand-

ing resources development committee.

Motion agreed to.
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SUMMER ADJOURNMENT
Hon. Mr. Welch moved that when the

House adjourns today it stands adjourned
until a date to be named by the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor by her proclamation.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Speaker: Introduction of bills.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS
Hon. Mr. Welch: Before the orders of the

day, Mr. Speaker, I wish to table the answers
to questions 2 and 3 standing on the notice

paper, and in addition, question 13 standing
on the notice paper. (See appendix page 748.)

ORDERS OF THE DAY

MINISTRY OF
NORTHERN AFFAIRS ACT

House in committee on Bill 21, An Act to

establish the Ministry of Northern Affairs.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any comments,
questions or amendments to any section in

Bill 21?

Mr. Martel: Mr. Chairman, I gave a copy
of the amendments we proposed to move to

the Chairman last week and a copy to the

Liberal caucus. Has the minister received his

copy now?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, I have.

Mr. Martel: I would like to move a pre-
amble to the bill, Mr. Chairman, and I hope
the minister will accept it.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Martel moves that:

"Whereas the government of the province
of Ontario desires to encourage the present
and future economic and social development
of northern Ontario and its closer ties with
the more developed areas of the province;
"And whereas it is deemed expedient to

provide for the creation of a Ministry of
Northern Affairs, the minister of which is to

co-ordinate the activities of all ministries of
the province of Ontario and any agency of the
Crown and to engage in direct activities

where appropriate to further the economic
and social development of northern Ontario;
"And whereas it is deemed desirable to assist

local communities in northern Ontario in their

effort in planning, organizing, developing,
carrying out, administering and financing pro-
grams to provide local services for the

amenity of the inhabitants thereof;
"Therefore Her Majesty by and with the

advice and consent of the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario, enacts as follows:"

Mr. Martel: If I just might indicate why
we have moved a preamble, Mr. Chairman,

I think it is our effort to expand the purpose
of the bill. In everything I said during the

second reading debate I indicated that I

didn't think a co-ordinating role was sufficient

for the province to meet the needs of northern

Ontario; that, in fact, it had to cover two
areas, the economic area as well as the

amenities of life which the unorganized town-

ships don't enjoy.
It is my hope that the minister will accept

this preamble because it then takes the minis-

try beyond simply being a co-ordinating

ministry. In fact, it then sets the stage for the

ministry, if he accepts other amendments
which we will move, to play a very important
role in the economic development of the

north and provides an avenue whereby the

unorganized townships, if he again accepts
later amendments, would have a body through
which funding could be provided direct. I

know the minister says this would be done if

there was an entity there. We hope to pro-
vide that entity in later amendments so that

he doesn't have to go looking for it or to

appoint committees. In fact, he would have a
local authority that would be responsible for

the funds which the minister would have at

his disposal to provide those services in the

north.

[3:30]

What I am trying to do by the preamble
is set the stage to expand beyond simply a

co-ordinating role. I think the minister would
agree, and certainly he has indicated that he
thinks his role is more than co-ordinating. We
are simply trying to build into the bill, by the

preamble, that it is more than a co-ordinating
role, and that it has two other major func-
tions. One is economic and the other to re-

solve the problems of the unorganized com-
munities. These latter were supposed to be
resolved in Bill 102 but the Minister of

Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental
Affairs couldn't come to grips with them
because of the difficulty in insisting that all

municipalities which were unorganized1 would
have to come under that bill; this provides
an avenue.

All I'm trying to do in the beginning is set

the stage. If the minister, hopefully, will

accept this one, we've set the stage for provid-
ing the other amendments which will make a

ministry that can deal with the problems of

northern Ontario. Failure to do that, I sus-

pect, will not give the minister the power he's

looking for.

I'm not sure what his cabinet colleagues
have said, but I hope this minister is the
voice of northern Ontario, as he's gone across

northern Ontario saying in the last number of

months. I hope he would accept this so that
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he is in a position and has enshrined in legis-

lation the things that he intends to do. As
the bill stands, certainly the things he talked

about I can't find in the bill. I really can't,

and I have read it over many, many times.

I'm hoping he will accept this preamble,
which provides him with the tools to do the

job which he has said, repeatedly in northern

Ontario, that he wants to do.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Chairman, I cer-

tainly want to recognize the fact that the

hon. member did provide me with a copy
of his amendments last week. I think he

sent a copy to my critic in the Liberal Party
as well. I certainly want to recognize the

time and effort he put into these amendments
and certainly his contribution during the

second reading.
I think he listed many of the underlying

issues which must be dealt with in the north,
there's just no question about it. I think

I have to agree with him on many points,
there's no argument about that.

He mentioned the provision of services to

unorganized communities. He mentioned we
couldn't come to grips with this situation
in Bill 102. I would have to remind the
hon. member that in that particular case,
as it related to that particular bill, we did
conduct many public meetings, across nor-
thern Ontario with the unorganized com-
munities. In fact, one person—I believe Dick
Illingworth—was a co-ordinator for that par-
ticular exercise across northern Ontario.

From those meetings came the UCANO
group, the Unorganized Communities Asso-
ciation of Northern Ontario—groups in nor-

thern Ontario known as UCANO East and
UCANO West. It was obvious in those pub-
lic meetings we had in northern Ontario that

that inflexibility that was incorporated in Bill

102 was not acceptable, just totally not ac-

ceptable.
I live in an unorganized community, Mr.

Chairman, the unorganized community of

Hudson, and I know well of what I speak.

Many people live in that particular com-

munity because the cost of living is not as

high as in the organized areas. They don't

have the high taxation rate; they don't really

want the expensive services that organized
communities have. Quite frankly, they don't

like to be dictated to as to the structure of

the municipal organization they will have.

The unorganized communities can, by a

nucleus of the taxpayers, get together and
establish a local roads board or be incorpor-
ated under the statute labour board. They
may go a step further and become an im-

provement district, and from that would flow

elected representatives. So the structure is

there for that type of thing.
The member also touched on methods of

funding these particular services, improved
health care, assistance and incentives for the

development of job-creating enterprises and
in general improving the economic climate

for investment and job-creation in the north.

Certainly these are issues I believe all mem-
bers who spoke during the second reading
of this bill share equally as being ones which
merit our full attention and energy in the

months and years ahead.

I would say to the hon. member that as

we move ahead in the months and years
ahead I will be calling on both sides of the

House for their suggestions and their ideas

as to how we can achieve these goals that

we all want to obtain. I say that with a

great deal of sincerity because, as I said

during the debate on second reading, nor-

thern sincerity came through loud and clear,

and the suggestions on many occasions were
excellent ones that we're going to carefully

assess.

So, while I support my friend the member
for Sudbury East and understand the under-

lying objectives which are implied in his

particular motion, I find I really can't accept
the amendment which he's brought forward

which deals with the method of implement-
ing these objectives. I'll deal with each one

individually if you like—there were some-

thing like nine or 10 specific amendments—
but I just find that I have no alternative than

to find unacceptable the substance of his mo-

tion, as it relates to the bill itself.

I think if he goes over the bill very care-

fully he will see that in section 8 we deal

with the co-ordinating aspects of the bill.

Also section 10, subsections 1 and 2, cer-

tainly makes available— I'll put it on the

record: "Upon the recommendation of the

minister the Lieutenant Governor in Coun-
cil may establish programs for the benefit

of the residents of northern Ontario." That's

broad and encompassing; it takes in the

general thrust of the member's amendments.

And subsection 2 says: "A program may
determine conditions for grants and assist-

ance and conditions under which these serv-

ices are provided by the ministry and ex-

penses allowed." Now already we have used

that section of the bill, as an example in the

Cobalt situation where we moved in very

quickly. This will strengthen our hand of

course, if the hon. members approve it, to

move very quickly and to respond to the

very specific, and as the hon. member for

Port Arthur (Mr. Foulds) said the unique,

requirements of northern Ontario.
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But if the hon. member wishes to go
through each amendment individually I'll

be glad to have him do that.

Mr. Martel: I just might conclude—just
on the preamble. One thing bothers me.

I think what we're trying to do is avoid

inflexibility. That's why we haven't suggested
that there had to be a community council,

or we will not in our amendments later on,

in these areas. In fact that would allow the

various unorganized townships to make that

determination by holding such an election,

that they wouldn't have to do that, as was
set out under Bill 102. We're leaving it open
so they have the option.

I realize many people move to unorganized
townships because of the fact the tax bill

is somewhat less. Therefore we haven't in-

sisted that it be mandatory in our definitions.

We're saying that ultimately what we want
to say is that the option is there; should

they choose to have an elected group, then

that's in fact the group that the minister

relates with for that particular area.

As it is now he doesn't have anyone,

really. He might have a local roads board,
but they can only get tax dollars for road

purposes. For recreational purposes it's ex-

tremely difficult to find anyone who is re-

sponsible, in an elected sense as the local

roads boards are, to receive the funds.

An hon. member: The board of education.

Mr. Martel: My colleague says "the board
of education," but many of the unorganized
townships are not covered by a board of
education.

Interjection.

Mr. Martel: Oh, yes. You take the entire
railroad line beyond Capreol north-Gogama,
Foleyet, they don't come under district
school boards. Most of it comes directly
under the regional office in the city of Sud-
bury.

Unless you can get some sort of an agree-
ment whereby a school board is willing to
put in a tennis court, which isn't very ex-
pensive, or a rink, then there's no way for
any group in that municipality receiving the
funding.
What I'm simply trying to provide is a

vehicle which, if possible, in every unorgan-
ized township by an election similar to that
for a local roads board could be the body
which could receive funding, whether it be
for a street light, whether it be for recrea-
tional purposes or whether it be for any of
the services which we presently don't have.
It would save the ministry from having to

identify a group. He said the other night, I

believe, he'd have to identify a group in a

certain community which would be respon-
sible. I'm saying this would be the respon-
sible group, providing it wanted to accept
that.

It would make it very easy then for the

minister to know who he is dealing with

constantly, and that group would become
responsible for funding in a variety of fields,

from the various ministries, such as Culture

and Recreation. It would all come through
the minister and he'd be dealing directly

with them.

As it is now, he doesn't know who he's

dealing with. These municipalities will come
to the minister; they'll go to the Minister of

Culture and Recreation and they'll go to

the Solicitor General for funding maybe for

something else. I'm saying what we need is

this very loose arrangement, but in fact it

would be the same group which would co-

ordinate any development that would go

on in the unorganized townships.

What I'm afraid will happen is you're

going to have a variety of groups in the

same community established for different

reasons. You would be better off going this

route, because you would have the one

group which would then be responsible for

what it is that goes on in any particular

community. Otherwise, it would be so flex-

ible that I think that you'll not see the type

of co-ordination that's necessary for them to

provide recreational facilities or street lights

or whatever it might be.

All we're trying is to set the stage for this

permanently, and hopefully the ministry then

would act as a clearing house for funding for

the unorganized townships. The minister

would know and would come to know the

groups he's dealing with. He would almost

be a duplicate of TEIGA, but for unorgan-
ized townships whereas TEIGA or the Min-

istry of Housing is responsible for the organ-
ized townships.

I would urge the minister to do that, even
if he wants to move it himself. I'm willing
to sit down and let him move it himself

should he choose to do so. But I just think

it's so imperative that we have a duly con-
stituted body of some sort in the unorganized

townships which has flexibility as to whether
it wants to proceed in that fashion or not,

but just to have some body that can deal

with the minister and with which the min-

ister can deal directly.

Mr. Reid: We in the Liberal Party have

looked closely at the bill with a view to

perhaps amending it as well. We came to

the conclusion this bill is a bill only to create

the ministry, to set up the administrative
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functions and to explain within a very broad
framework what the functions of the ministry
are to be.

I sympathize and I agree with my colleague
the member for Sudbury East. As a matter of

fact, he will recall I spoke exactly on this

matter of unorganized territories and their

problems in having a responsible body within
those areas to deal with government and to

receive grants and subsidies. We certainly
have no problem accepting the preamble to

the bill. I would say, however, that I'm not
sure that we can. While we agree with the

spirit of the amendments, I believe, quite

frankly, they're out of order in most cases.

I'm disappointed, in fact, that the minister

didn't give us a more comprehensive view or
list of exactly what he believes the functions

of his ministry are. He said in reply to our

speeches on second reading that these things
would be moving ahead. I hope that when
we come back in the fall, the minister will

have a detailed list of the programs and
functions he's going to have under his min-

istry. Particulary, I would say to him, one
of the most urgent matters is that of dealing
with unorganized communities. We have no
problem with the preamble to the bill. I

think it would be desirable to have that in

the bill. As I say, although we agree with
the spirit of the amendments, I don't believe

they're in order and we should not restrict

the bill going forward at this time, because
all it is is a bill to create the ministry and
provide the broad outlines of its function.

[3:45]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: If I could respond
briefly to those remarks, Mr. Chairman, I

want to go back a few days in my own
experience in my old home town of Hudson.
The hon. member spoke about a structure

for an unorganized community, and I would
like to observe that I led a group in my
home town of Hudson, which is unorganized,
to become organized. In fact, I instituted a
number of public meetings with the then

Department of Municipal Affairs, which gave
us a tremendous amount of assistance with

regard to moving into an improvement dis-

trict. It wasn't very difficult but, I have to

tell you, as we rolled out all the responsi-
bilities that would be thrust on that small

municipality, which had no really strong
economic tax base—no economic base at all;

no industrial tax base—the local people
thought they could see their taxes going up
and it wasn't very long before they put
thumbs down on that particular idea.

1 think we tried on two or three different

occasions and we were turned down because

it was felt, as the hon. member said, that

we should have some nucleus, some body to

deal with, or some head of the community
that government could deal with. But the

local population, the taxpayers, just said: "No
way. We will continue." Consequently, what
we're seeing there now is the Chamber of

Commerce acting in the capacity of a munic-

ipal organization, believe it or not, with the

president of the Chamber of Commerce
being, in essence, the mayor; he makes all

the contacts.

It has worked out very well. The Min-

istry of Natural Resources looks after the
local garbage dump. They have established

an excellent rapport with Ontario Hydro,
whereby a small charge is levied on all the

Hydro users; I think it's 50 cents or $1 a

month, which goes right on their bill and

provides for all the street lights in the town.
The local roads board is very active and they
have a good assessment in the community.
Consequently, all the streets in the town of

Hudson are surfaced through the efforts of

that particular board. Granted, we don't have
sidewalks and other things of that nature,
but we have an excellent school related to

the district school board in Dryden. Basic-

ally, the municipal structure is there, but not
in a formal, structured way.

Just to refer to the hon. members desire

to have some form of a structure in an un-

organized area for a greater taxation power—
I think that's what he was looking for—I

would point out that the statute labour

boards are in practically every unorganized
community. I don't know whether the hon.

member recalls, but the Treasurer (Mr. Mc-

Keough) has indicated that that bill would
be brought before the House and there

would be some changes made to the local

roads boards to broaden those taxation

powers; it wouldn't be related specifically to

roads and road maintenance, because that's

what the local roads boards are responsible
for now. In other words, if a group wanted
to establish and to raise funds for, say, gar-

bage collection, to look after the local gar-

bage dump, to put in their share of fire pro-

tection, or even to put up street lights, they
could do it under The Statute Labour Act

changes which we arc contemplating now.
This is something we are reviewing very

carefully and it would do the things that the

hon. member is referring to.

Recreational grants, of course, are avail-

able through the local school boards. Win-
tario grants are available to these small com-

munities, and of course the isolated com-
munities assistance fund is something that

we're all going to have to watch very care-
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fully and all contribute to so as to broaden

the way we can get direct funds to the un-

organized areas.

Mr. Martel: That is why you need some-

one to deal with it. That is why we're giv-

ing you the power.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We will have somebody.
We're doing it now with fire protection.

Mr. Martel: Ad hoc.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: It is ad hoc, but that's

the way the unorganized areas are run at

the present time. I think we're feeling our

way. We're moving ahead very effectively
and I think the fire protection efforts we've

undertaken to date under ICAF, with the

help of UCANO, have been very productive.
I would say to the hon. member for Rainy

River that, with respect to the specific pro-

grams on which he was questioning me, dur-

ing the course of the examination of my min-

istry's estimates would be the ideal time to

go over the various types of expenditure

programs. Certainly, I would encourage his

contribution at that particular time but, as

he correctly points out, this paricular bill

deals with the overall framework and struc-

ture of establishing a Ministry of Northern
Affairs that will bring about the co-ordination

of certain efforts in northern Ontario and

also, of course, establishing programs for

which we will be given the responsibility.

So, in reviewing the hon. member's amend-

ments, I would say that while I do appre-
ciate his excellent contribution and the time

and effort he gave to it, I think our goals will

be achieved. He may be going in a different

direction, but if he will approve this bill to-

day we will attain those goals under this

particular bill. It may not be quite the struc-

tured and formal arrangement he would like

to see enshrined on a piece of legislation, but
I think it's fair to say that we are committed
to the social needs, the transportation prob-
lems and job creation in northern Ontario.

There is no getting away from it, this gov-
ernment is committed to that; we will do
that, and certainly this ministry will move
in that direction; this bill will give us the

strength to go there.

Mr. Foulds: I wonder if we could stick

with the amendments as they come up. At
the present time we are simply dealing with

preamble, as I understand it.

I think the minister is under some mis-

apprehension or misconception. The desire

to set up democratically-elected community
councils on our part is to provide those un-

organized communities with that option to

elect that community council, and while the

minister can point with some considerable

pride to what has happened in Hudson, for

example, it is our very strong feeling that

the minister should be dealing with a com-
mittee that is democratically-elected, say at

a town hall meeting and representative of

the whole community. Now I am sure the

Chamber of Commerce does represent the

whole community in Hudson. In many cases

in northern areas the Chamber of Commerce
has a broader range of make-up than it does

in the more formal structures.

We are not attempting to force through
the amendments. If you read them carefully
there is no way in which the amendments
force upon any unorganized community the

necessity for devising the structure. I think

it would simply make easier the job of co-

ordination and the job of dispersement of

help, whether that help be financial or

otherwise, because you don't have two or

three different boards to deal with and

you will be covered in each case.

There are communities where there is no

effective school board. There are communi-
ties where the roads board, let's face it, is

semi-dormant in some cases. I know of cases

in which people in unorganized communities

feel they don't have a direct input; say where
the board of education exists, because they
have one trustee who covers the whole area

and a trustee on a major board may not

come from their particular part of the rural

community. That happens in the territory

surrounding Thunder Bay, for example. So

I think that this is an attempt, in fact, to

simplify the procedure, even though in terms

the structure of the bill it probably makes
it a little more formal.

Mr. Wildman: Mr. Chairman, I just want

to comment a little on the statements made

by the minister. First, I am a little con-

cerned that he seems to be indicating

through his comments on his experience in

his home town of Hudson that he feels it

is going to be very difficult to get any kind

of even less-than-formal structure in an un-

organized community. I'd like to point out

that not all people who live in an un-

organized community are completely opposed

to any kind of formal structure. As a matter

of fact, the unorganized community of

Dubreuilville, with which the minister is

familiar, is organizing itself at this particular

time and will become an improvement dis-

trict as of October 1.

I will agree that in general most residents

of unorganized communities are not in favour

of a formal, municipal structure. In some

cases, there is a situation where you have

a myriad of boards dealing with particular,
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small, confined functions, but you don't have

any overall group, like the Chamber of Com-
merce in the town of Hudson, that can

speak for the community.
One of the major problems in the area

north of Sault Ste. Marie, an area that is

loosely called Sault North, is that it is one
of the largest—as far as population goes-
unorganized areas in the province, stretching
about 50 miles north of Sault Ste. Marie
from the city limits, with a number of com-
munities in it. There you have the situation

where you have a large number of different

roads boards. Some of them are statute

labour boards, some of them are local roads
boards. Then they have a number of differ-

ent fire oommittees, some of which have
gotten assistance under the Isolated Com-
munities Assistance Fund, which others have
been refused.

You have a number of recreation commit-
tees that work for their own particular little

area and have no relationship to what is

happening in the rest of the area; and you
have the Board of Education of Sault Ste.

Marie, upon which these people are repre-

sented, as my colleague from Port Arthur

said, by one trustee who happens to be from
Batchawana and does a good job. But Batch-
awana is 40 miles north of Sault Ste. Marie
and has very different interests and problems
oompared to, say the community of Heyden,
which is adjacent to the city.

It is very difficult for those people to deal

with government in any co-ordinated fashion,

because you have so many different views

and they aren't represented in any overall

body. I think it is very important for us, as

is suggested in our amendments and in the

preamble, to give people the option to

organize a community council that would
have representation from all of these different

areas in a place like Sault North and could

then speak for the overall development of

that area.

If the residents choose not to take that

route, that is their option, but all we are

trying to do is give them that opportunity.
I would hope the minister would see the

value in that and accept the spirit, if not
the exact wording, of the amendment.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I can agree with the

hon. members' desire to go in this direction,
but I have to point out that if those com-
munities wanted to become organized—and
of course the improvement district is the

lowest form of municipal structure that we
have in the province of Ontario today—and
if a group within a community wanted to

go that particular route, then it is free to

do so and they can. They could then take

that step, after they had some experience.
That's the whole idea behind an improve-
ment district, to give the communities some

experience in running a municipality.
I have a situation in my own area—Ear

Falls is a typical example. As that community
grew, their first step was to become an

improvement district. Granted, their first

group, a five-member group, was appointed.
The way we handled it up there was to

call a public meeting and the town made
the recommendations as to who should be
on that particular board. The Treasurer of

the day, who was responsible, accepted those

people.

They stayed as an improvement district

for three years. They got a tremendous
amount of help from the Department of

Municipal Affairs as to how to approach
government and how to set up their munici-

pality in a very formal way. Then they took
that next step and now they are a township,
the township of Ear Falls, which has duly
elected representatives and a reeve.

So the steps are in place, they are avail-

able today. I think to have that in here
would be a duplication, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Martel: We are obviously not getting
through to the minister. We are not suggest-
ing for a moment that it become structured
at all, Mr. Minister. We are not suggesting
for a moment that, down the road somewhere,
it becomes an improvement district or any
type of municipal structure whatsoever.

[4:00]

If you were to look at the amendment-
after the preamble—on community councils,

we are saying, "community council means a

democratically-elected council of residents in

any community in unorganized territory in

northern Ontario." It is merely a body which
would act on behalf of the unorganized town-

ship and deal directly with the Minister of

Northern Affairs in ordier that on the grants
that are available from government you'd have
an avenue to funnel those grants through.
We're not suggesting for a moment they

are looking down the road to becoming an

organized township or municipality. Many of

them are too small, as the minister and I both

know. Some of these unorganized townships
in fact only have 50 people and they couldn't

support any type of local council. They
couldn't support even the secretary for a

municipal council.

What we're saying is that it merely is a

board, elected in a town hall meeting, that

would become known as a community council,

so that that community has a voice to deal
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with the minister and the minister has an
avenue whereby he provides the grants back
to the municipality. It could include the local

roads board or members of the local roads

board. It could be a group looking for fund-

ing for recreation purposes, as we've said

already, or a street light. We re just saying
that it's a group of people elected in an

unorganized township, which will remain un-

organized, but who will be the vehicle with

which the minister deals in those unorganized
townships.

We're not suggesting any more formal struc-

ture than that. We just want them to get
themselves organized into a group who are

then responsible for bringing funds in for a

variety of purposes. It might be a road, it

might be street lighting, it might be recrea-

tion; it might be a number of things, Mr.
Minister. All we're trying to do is provide

you with someone whom you have a rapport
with and who would represent the com-

munity to some extent; elected, but not

moving to formal structure at all, that's why
we've left it optional.

In another amendment we say the minister

shall set up the mechanism whereby that can
be done; but we're not suggesting it has to

be done, we want that flexibility there, as the

minister himself has said. We just want a

permanent group which can do some of the

co-ordinating to provide some of the things
that are most necessary to some of those small

communities, and for which we have difficulty

getting money to them now.
I'd like to get that message across to the

minister. We're not talking about taking it to

community structure as we understand it in

the traditional sense. We'll leave it unorgan-
ized. It is just a vehicle with whom the

minister can deal on a regular basis, that's

all we're asking for.

Mr. Wildman: An intermediate step.

Mr. Chairman: It has been moved by Mr.
Martel that the preamble be included in Bill

21.

Those in favour will please say "aye."
Those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion the "ayes" have it.

Shall this be stacked?

Agreed.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any other com-
ments or amendments to any other section?

Mr. Martel: I would ask the Chair's indul-

gence here. I am not sure what you want to

do. I'd like to move a series of definitions,
and I'd prefer not to deal with them one at
a time, if the Chairman approves. I'd like to

move them all and then maybe just touch on
them briefly, so that we don't spend a great

deal of time as we would if we went through
them one by one. I'd ask the Chairman's

indulgence to accept all the definitions and
then be allowed to discuss them briefly.

Mr. Chairman: I appreciate that you gave
notice to the Chair; it certainly would be in

order for you to move it combined and dis-

cuss it, yes.

Mr. Martel: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to establish the following
definitions:

'In this Act, (a) 'Community council'

means a democratically-elected council of

residents in any community and unorganized

territory in northern Ontario; (b)" —and I

put the 'b' part in, the municipal council, to

distinguish between the two—" 'municipal
council' means a municipal council as defined

in The Municipal Act"—to give the difference

The Municipal Act"—to give the difference

in what we are attempting to do—"(c) 'Fund'

means the Northern Ontario Tomorrow Fund
established by this Act."

I have enlarged on this, I must admit.

When I first made these amendments, Parry
Sound was still split in half and so I had to

make a revision in the definitions, "(d)
'Northern Ontario' means that territory in the

province of Ontario lying north of the bound-

ary between Muskoka and Parry Sound dis-

tricts, and including the west and northern

boundaries of Algonquin Park." I believe that

is the new definition, "(e) 'Southern On-
tario' means that territory in the province of

Ontario lying south of the boundary between
Muskoka and Parry Sound districts and in-

cluding the west and north boundaries of

Algonquin Park."

Then I would like to define local services.

"(e) 'Local services' means services of a type
that may be provided in a municipality at

the expense, either wholly or partiy, of a

municipality and, without limiting the gen-

erality of the foregoing, includes water sup-

ply and water distribution systems, sewage
systems and sewage disposal plants, garbage
and waste disposal facilities, local roads and

sidewalks, local drains and drainage systems,
fire and police protection, street lighting,

planning, recreational facilities including

parks, transportation facilities including fer-

ries, wharfs, docks and facilities for landing
of aircraft, libraries and weed control."

The last definition is "(f) 'Non-renewable

resources' means those resources whose ex-

traction or harvesting reduces the absolute

supply of those resources, either because of

their inherent nature or because measures to

ensure renewability of the resources have

been inadequate."
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: If I may comment, and
I may be repetitious, but our feeling toward
the preamble would certainly be reiterated

here. It doesn't form part of the Act and it

is not acceptable as part of the bill that I

have before the committee. I pointed out to

the hon. member that while I might agree
with his thrust, I don't think this is the place
that this type of definition or amendment
should be incorporated.

I would like to point out to him that in

the local services to unorganized communities,
water supply and water distribution systems
now can be assisted through the ICAF fund;
sewage systems and sewage disposal plants
can be assisted through the ICAF fund; that

is our long-term goal. For garbage and waste

disposal facilities, again if there is a nucleus
of people within that community they can

apply for funds under that particular fund.

As for local roads, the statute labour board
and the local roads boards can look after

that. As for local drains and drainage sys-

tems, again ICAF hopefully will come in

there. It will also assist with the fire protec-

tion; and police protection is now provided
provincially by the Ontario Provincial Police.

With regard to street lighting, if there is

a community interest and desire, then ICAF
will be glad to entertain an application for

that particular type of service for those un-

organized areas. Planning is something that

the TEIGA people would be directly involved
in.

Recreational facilities, including parks, are
with the school board. I am informed that all

our areas in northern Ontario that have a
school have to have some form of a school

district, so they are in place already.

Transportation facilities, including ferries,
wharfs and docks are a federal responsibility.
The responsibility for the development of air-

strips in Northern Ontario is something that

we will have within this ministry. That par-
ticular program will be moved from T and C
over to our area of responsibility. Already we
have embarked on some very ambitious pro-
grams for this fiscal year for the develop-
ment of new airstrips in remote areas of
northern Ontario.

1 am not just certain where libraries and
weed control would fall, but as I point out,
those services the hon. member mentions are
not only being looked after but can be cov-
ered. It may well be the hon. member's com-
ments could be reviewed in the course of
another bill. I think it's worthy of considera-
tion. It may well be that we bring back Bill

102 in a new form and certainly we will re-

view his comments very carefully. It may be
well worth considering.

Mr. Martel: Might I just point out to the

minister, if one looks at the variety of serv-

ices that are there. I think the minister can
understand my concern. As it is you've got
no one who speaks for the municipality. You
might get an ad hoc group who will look

for a few recreational facilities; you then get
an ad hoc group who might look to fire pro-
tection; you get another ad hoc group in the
same community who deal with local roads

boards; you get another group concerned
with garbage disposal. In fact, what you have

developing is a proliferation of groups in the
same unorganized community.
What we are simply trying to establish is

one group which makes the ministry's job,
we think, a whole lot easier. The minister

then knows who represents the unorganized
community. It gives the residents an oppor-
tunity to discuss it with them, maybe at a

meeting. Local roads boards call a meeting
three or four times a year for example to

strike a budget and so on and get it ap-
proved.
We are trying to provide you with one tool

in every unorganized territory that you can
deal with, rather than your ministry dealing,
maybe from the township of Awrey, with five

different groups from the same unorganized
community. We are simply trying to provide
a simple mechanism so you can deal with

them, on an ongoing basis to provide the

variety of services that are necessary.
You and I both know that it is going to

happen. You are just becoming intransigent, I

am sorry to say, but you and I both know
that there is going to be such a proliferation
of groups that it is going to be difficult for

your ministry, with 120 staff, to deal with
five or six groups from each community.
What we are saying is surely it makes a

lot more sense to have a very flexible struc-

ture available to unorganized communities
which will allow the people in your ministry
to have an ongoing dialogue with a group
familiar with what has gone on before.

Can you imagine what can happen if you
had five different groups from the same town-

ship dealing partially with similar problems?
As my colleague the member for Algoma
(Mr. Wildman) says, if you are spread out,

for example in Awrey township where in that

one township in my riding there are five

local roads boards, all of whose interests are

different, it makes it difficult. We've been

working on it, I think for seven years now.
I think we've! finally got them convinced they
need one local roads board because each has

a different priority. Surely this is the mech-

anism, whereby we have the ongoing group

representing a community, that you need.
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For the life of me I can't understand why
we are going a different route which is go-

ing to create such a wide range of differences.

Surely we should be trying to co-ordinate it

to simplify the ministry job.

What we need for the unorganized is one

thing—that the people can receive the money;
that's really all that is lacking—to receive the

grants that are available. Nothing else is

lacking. There is ability in those unorga-
nized townships, it's just that we don't know
who to give the money to.

We have no statutory rights, I guess, to

give people who are not elected money; and
that is simply what we are trying to provide,
a mechanism whereby the government can

get money into unorganized townships.

Surely that is what we are trying to estab-

lish here this afternoon, nothing else.

My colleagues from the north across the

way understand that. I am sure the member
for Algoma-Manitoulin (Mr. Lane) has been
confronted with that problem, asi I have time

after time, where they say there is nobody
who has the responsibility or who can accept
the money on behalf of an unorganized town-

ship. He's heard it dozens of times, as I have.

What we are trying to do is provide that

avenue.

I don't care if I move it, but surely the

ministry then has an obligation to simplify
the procedure whereby funds which are in

this ministry get back to the unorganized
townships.

[4:15]

He might say, "Well, you can get fire pro-
tection if you talk to so and so", but it be-

comes very difficult. Surely it's better, Mr.

Minister, if you deal with one group for each

township—surely it makes sense—rather than
10 different groups or five or three even.

That's all we're trying to provide for the

minister in this bill. When he looks at all

the services that are available, he knows and
I know that groups) are going to centre in on
each of those and you are going to even-

tually have representation from northern On-
tario for each one of those services.

Mr. Chairman: If I might make a sugges-
tion, since the member for Sudbury East has

kindly given us notice of the amendments
and because the definitions are contingent
upon the other amendments, I wonder if it

would be in agreement with the other mem-
bers of the committee if the member for

Sudbury East were to put all the amendments
at one time and probably consider those in

one package? Would that be agreeable to
the members of the committee?

Mr. Reid: That would1 be agreeable, Mr.

Chairman, except for one matter. That is it

seems to me that some of the amendments
are out of order. Since you've had a chance
to look at them I wonder if you are prepared
to make a ruling on which are in order and
which aren't, or if they are all in order?

Mr. Chairman: I would say to the mem-
ber for Rainy River that I have seen the

amendments, but they haven't been placed
before the committee.

Mr. Reid: Okay, go ahead. Put them.

Mr. Chairman: If it is agreeable to the

committee would the member for Sudbury
East like to go ahead and1 place the other

amendment?

Mr. Martel: Okay. I'll
1

try and put the

numbers where I'd like to see them moved
into the bill and then you can rule them out

of order if you so insist—and my friend from

Rainy River so insists. I'm glad he's such a

help to the government.
Hon. Mr. Norton: Don't worry about it,

I will be objective about it.

Mr. Martel: Will you object to it? Some-

body will have to tell you they are out of

order though.
tl'd like to introduce a new section 3—and

that would be those amendments that appear
on the third page.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Martel moves:
"3. The minister shall,

"(1) provide for the establishment of demo-

cratically-elected community councils to plan
and administer the provision of local serv-

ices in unorganized communities;

"(2) in conjunction with community coun-

cils provide local services at a cost to resi-

dents of unorganized communities in northern

Ontario comparable to the cost to residents

of southern Ontario;

"(3) at the request of municipal council

provide the additional funds necessary to

ensure the provision of local services to resi-

dents of municipalities in northern Ontario

at a cost comparable to residents in munici-

palities in southern Ontario;

"(4) ensure the provision of extended health

care in northern Ontario, comparable to that

available in southern Ontario; and

"(5) extend communication services includ-

ing radio and television to all areas of north-

ern Ontario."

Mr, Martel: Mr. Chairman, with your in-

dulgence I'll move the other three and then

we can debate the acceptability of them or

not.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Martel further moves
that section 10 be amended by adding the

following subsections:

"(3) The Treasurer may, upon requisition
of the minister, advance out of the consoli-
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dated fund suoh sums of money as are re-

quired to lend money to any agency of the

Crown, co-operative association, or other

body of a co-operative nature, person, firm,

corporation or local community authority

carrying on or proposing to carry on a manu-

facturing, processing, industrial, financial or

commercial business, or undertaking of any

nature, or a business or undertaking con-

nected with or incidental to, a manufactur-

ing, processing, industrial, financial or com-
mercial business or undertaking in northern

Ontario. Without limiting the generality of

the foregoing the minister shall give priority

to those undertakings which build on the

natural resource base of northern Ontario.

"(4) The minister shall establish a Crown
corporation to undertake mineral exploration
activities in northern Ontario.

"(5) The ministry shall establish a fund1

,

the Northern Ontario Tomorrow Fund, to

consist of moneys derived from natural re-

sources taxation or an assessment on the value

of all non-renewable resources extracted in

northern Ontario which will be used to guar-
antee future economic activities."

Mr. Martel: I'd like to make a few com-
ments on these various amendments, give the

reasons we moved them, and then you might
want to rule.

Section 3 we've moved very deliberately,

Mr. Chairman. It coincides with the definition

of providing a community council for the

unorganized townships. Subsection 1 doesn't,

again, make the minister move to provide
them but sets in place the mechanism whereby
it could be done. It doesn't make it mandatory
that you have one in an unorganized town-

ship. All it does is make it mandatory that the

ministry itself has in place the mechanism

whereby this could' be done in an unorganized

township. So that's very straightforward.

The next subsections, 2 and 3, deal with

funding. The minister and I are both aware
that some of the problems confronting north-

ern Ontario—the geography of the area, the

distance from markets and so on—drive the

costs much higher to residents in northern

Ontario for the construction, let's say of a

home or a sewage plant or a garbage disposal

—anything. It's more costly in the north.

All we're trying to say is that surely the

ministry, in its wisdom and its efforts, has to

get the type of grants which would make it

that the residents in those communities would
in fact be paying no more for the services

they are getting in the north than people in

southern Ontario would pay. We're saying

there should be a type of grant structure

which, in fact, would make up the difference;

that we shouldn't have preferred status but

nevertheless we shouldn't be discriminated

against, because those resources that come
out of the north make southern Ontario viable.

In order to have southern Ontario viable it's

necessary in these communities that we have
some method whereby we get the funding
back so that in the unorganized townships the

provision of services are no greater to the

local residents than they would be if you were

making those services available in southern

Ontario.

Concerning subsections 4 and 5, we simply
believe that the delivery of health care—and
I realize this might seem to be a curve thrown
in there, but those of us from the north are

aware that it takes a lot longer to get these

types of services. Frequently they're not avail-

able in the north.

Mr. Reid: They come down here.

Mr. Martel: Yes, they come to Toronto.

What we're saying there is that surely its

provision is incumbent on the ministry. It

might be a community clinic that's necessary
to guarantee delivery of service.

Finally, the communications network: I

heard the minister respond how they got
some in a community he was in during the

election. That's all well and good!, but there

are still many communities where these types
of communication services aren't as readily
available as they are here in southern Ontario.

We're saying that should be a responsibility
of this ministry to squeeze out of the Minister

of Culture and Recreation (Mr. Welch) the

money for ETV if need be. It might not just

be television, but it might be radio in some

communities, it might be telephone, it might
be a variety of things. We're simply putting

those in to guarantee them.

With respect to the other three amendments
we have moved, Mr. Chairman, what we're

attempting to do in section 10 (3)—and I'll

just repeat it: "Without limiting the generality

of the foregoing, the ministry shall give

priority to those undertakings which build on

the natural resource base of northern Ontario."

Those are grants to businessmen or funding

to the community, a co-op—anything. But

we're ensuring that priority be given to de-

veloping industries based on the natural re-

sources.

NODC doesn't do that. It says it does, but

I want to tell you that most people I've

talked to, businessmen I've spoken to with

respect to NODC just pull their hair out.

Besides tourism, in the field of manufactur-

ing related to the natural resources, it just

doesn't happen or it's very limited. I'm

saying we should be encouraging that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: For primary industry.,

there is no program.
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Mr. Martel: That's right. I think we should

open it up much more. We should get at

it much sooner. That's why I specifically
moved that to make it so, that more people
might be interested. That's why we threw in

co-ops, giving priority if it deals with man-
ufacturing in the natural resource field be-

cause that's what we're interested in. We're
interested in creating new wealth.

I've never been very enthusiastic in the
north when people talk to me about Sud-

bury becoming a distribution point for goods
to Timmins, for example. That's not creating
new wealth, it really isn't. I'm more con-
cerned with new wealth because that's what
is going to provide the jobs for young people
and for women. It's got to be in that field.

We simply don't have a mechanism that I

know of in Ontario yet that deals at that

level.

It just isn't available; and NODC doesn't
do it. It might have been designed to do it,

but it hasn't. I think we have to move in
where we give priority to the things dealing
with natural resources.

Number five or 10(4) is "an undertaking
for mineral exploration." John White moved
that a couple of years ago in his budget. It

isn't that radical. Nobody is doing sufficient

exploration in northern Ontario. We simply
can't keep young people in the north if

we're not going to open up new mines
through exploration.

Going back to the preceding motion that
I moved, which is to give more assistance to
those people who want to deal in the natural
resource field, that's got to be the salvation
for northern Ontario.

It isn't more commercial establishments
in the traditional sense, but it's the discovery
of new mineral wealth; and the exploration,
the processing and manufacturing near the
source.

I don't know where we have that yet in
any bill. I realize you've got incentives for

exploration^
but they aren't doing all that

much. You've got incentives, I believe, in
The Mining Act, which allow for certain
writeoffs if they process in the north, but
they're not doing a lot of that despite that.
The Falconbridge example is one, but what
about Falconbridge moving off to Norway
to expand its plant in Norway. That seems
to me what they've said to us.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: They spent $60 million
in Sudbury for that attempt.

Mr. Martel: Oh sure, but they've also ex-
panded a plant in Norway for which we've
given tax concessions in Canada. That cer-

tainly isn't to the benefit of the north.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Texasgulf.
Mr. Martel: Texasgulf is partly a Crown

corporation today.

Mr. Wildman: And yet it still got involved
in a campaign for free enterprise.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The Texasgulf expan-
sion in Timmins would have never moved
ahead had not we brought in the processing
allowance and changes under The Mining
Tax Act. I want to make that clear, because
the then member for Cochrane South (Mr.
Ferrier) was very adamant that these pro-
cessing announcements be brought in to

make sure of job opportunities. A massive
amount of money, about $400 million, is

being expended now in the Timmins area
because of that.

Mr. Martel: I don't want the minister to

run a red herring into it. What I said was
that despite what's in The Mining Act
we're still allowing, if I recall correctly, 38

operations to continue processing abroad.

I don't want the minister to bring in a

red herring. I want to say that despite what

you've given it hasn't really led to much
manufacturing of natural resources in the

north. It hasn't led to that much processing.
I'm not disputing it hasn't done a bit. But
tell me why northern Ontario has a mass

exodus of young people going south—and

we know it—and why there are no jobs for

women, if the program has been so success-

ful.

[4:30]

I am just trying to provide a vehicle

where we have other things at our disposal:

(a) To do exploration; and (b) to encourage
manufacturing and processing in the north.

This would provide jobs for young people
and jobs for women; for both of whom pre-

sently, unless you are a professional or a

secretary, there is very little work.
You know and I know, Mr. Minister, that

literally hundreds of young people, after the

northerners have paid the cost to educate

them, virtually migrate south to find work.
One only has to look around or look at the

census to realize that the populations in

northeastern Ontario are not getting greater.
In fact, conversely, they are getting smaller.

Therefore the program the minister cites

might have provided some incentive, but it

hasn't gone nearly far enough if we are going
to do the type of job we want in creating
work for women and for young people whom
we pay tremendous costs to educate. Surely
you, as a northerner, are aware of that

young people don't want to come south if

they could find meaningful work in the
north. But there is virtually nothing.
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Mr. Williams: Point of order, Mr. Chair-

man.

Mr. Chairman: Point of order.

Mr. Williams: As I understood, it was your
intention to rule whether or not the amend-
ments were in order-

Mr. Wildman: How about ruling if he is in

order.

Mr. Williams: —and that the member who
introduced them was being given the oppor-

tunity to explain the reasons for the amend-
ments. But I suggest to you, Mr. Chairman,
that he is expanding considerably beyond the

explanatory comments on his amendments
and is debating the merits of those amend-
ments at this time. I suggest he should re-

strict himself to explaining the reasons for

the amendments if you are yet to rule on

whether or not they are in order. I would

suggest that you take that under advisement

and advise whether he is now debating the

merits of the amendments or simply restrict-

ing himself to explanatory comment, which

is what you had directed.

Mr. Chairman: Perhaps I might say that

we could address our remarks to the matter

of the order of the amendments.

Mr. Martel: They are in order.

Mr. Foulds: Nobody is challenging—

Mr. Martel: You see, Mr. Chairman, that's

right. Let me just go on with the last one,

Mr. Chairman. I will save you any agony of

getting into a haggle on procedure, okay? I

just want to deal with the last point, section

10 (5), the establishment of a fund, which
is the third point. What we tried to provide
was an economic package which would help
northern Ontario.

It would be, in our opinion, an effort to

provide an ongoing fund using the tax base

the government now has, through Crown
timber or through smelting and mining and
so on, using just a portion of those moneys
which we would set aside. It is in fact what
the Conservative government in Alberta has

done, although we would want it public,
but the Heritage Fund in Alberta has been
established for down the road when there is

a rainy day.
All I am saying is I would hope that this

minister would establish such a fund so that

when Blind River gets in trouble, we might
be able to provide some assistance; or it

might be another municipality where the

natural resource which makes that community
viable starts to deplete. We might be in a

position to draw on a fund which has been
built up over a number of years to create a

new industry related to a natural resource.

It goes back to my earlier points and the

reason I keep going back is that all of these

rely on one another. It relies on knowing
where the ore bodies are, Mr. Chairman,
and that's why we moved the one on explora-
tion. If you know where the ore bodies are,

then you can use the proposed Tomorrow
Fund to go out and tap —

Mr. Reid: Yesterday.

Mr. Martel: My friend might think it's

funny, but I think is makes abundant sense

that you know where the—

Mr. Reid: It is an idea I came up with

eight years ago.

Mr. Martel: Oh well good for you, then

you should support it today. I am glad you
are not going to vote against it. What I am
saying, Mr. Chairman, without the—

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: —nonsense from the member
for Rainy River, is that that fund should be
used and the reason we need exploration is

to locate the resources which are available

and then to draw on a fund which is there.

Not some imaginary fund or only if the

government has the money available, but a

fund which has been established, based on
the taxation base which is there, so that we
can establish a new and viable industry

maybe 30 miles or 50 miles down the road
without changing the community centres.

That's why we want the Tomorrow Fund.
That's why we need the Crown corporation
to locate the natural resources because ob-

viously the mining industry isn't doing it.

That's why we need the Treasurer to be able

to make loans available so that funds for

those natural resources which are being ex-

ploited could be made available to someone
who is interested in manufacturing close to

those natural resources.

That's why we brought all three of them

together. They weren't in isolation one from
the other. One was based on the other, so

that for the first time in northern Ontario

we would know there was a mechanism in

place whereby the government had at its dis-

posal the knowledge and the funds to help
in the proper development of northern On-
tario if your friends in the free enterprise

system don't want to do it. If they are not

going to do it—and that's why John White

obviously moved the motion in his budget a

number of years ago for a Crown corpora-
tion for exploration—we simply can't wait for

them to throttle us. We've got to do some-

thing ourselves to provide jobs for our young
people.

I don't see any of this as being very radi-

cal. I think it makes abundant good sense
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that we move in those three directions if we
want to have the proper development of

northern Ontario. With anything less than

that, then the ministry just becomes window-

dressing, as many northern Ontario citizens

have felt. If the ministry is going to have some

teeth—and we're trying to provide that today
while you people are objecting to having the

teeth to do the job—we want those teeth in

the bill so that we set up a ministry which

can do the things all of us in northern On-
tario want done.

Mr. Chairman: It has been suggested by
a member of the committee that the Chair

consider ruling on these amendments. I

looked over the amendments very carefully

because I have had time, due to ample no-

tice. The amendment to section 1 is con-

tingent upon the amendments to sections 3

and 10. Looking over the amendments to

sections 3 and 10 very carefully, in my view,

section 3(1) is irrelevant to the bill and the

other sections have to do with financial

matters or the spending of moneys from the

public purse.

I'd like to refer the committee to standing
order No. 86 which reads as follows: "Any
bill, resolution, motion or address, the pas-

sage of which would impose a tax or speci-

fically direct the allocations of public funds

may not be passed by the House unless re-

commended by a message from the Lieute-

nant Governor, and may only be proposed by
a minister of the Crown."

In my view, the amendments put forward

by the member for Sudbury East would
direct the expenditure of public revenues by
requiring the minister to make payments to

various boards and commissions and other

bodies and set up a fund constituting moneys
derived from what is essentially a tax. It is

my view that the member's three amend-
ments are clearly outside the initiative given
to any member or private member of this

House. I therefore must rule the amendments
out of order.

Mr. Martel: Could I just say one thing,
Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence. 1 am
not so hidebound that I have to move these.

I certainly would allow the minister to take
them as his own amendments. He could
move them into this bill and we would accept
them on this side of the House.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman, may I speak
to that?

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. I do not
believe the Chairman's ruling is debatable.

Mr. Foulds: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Are you challenging the

ruling?

Mr. Foulds: No, I am not. I would like to

ask you to state more clearly your reasons

for ruling section 3(1) out of order. It is my
understanding-

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. I consider

this an appeal to my ruling. Do 1 understand
that's what it is? .

Some hon. members: No.

Mr. Reid: It's irrelevant to the bill.

Mr. Foulds: You gave no reason, as I recall

it, Mr. Chairman, for indicating that section

3(1) was out of order.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It's irrelevant.

Mr. Foulds: It is my understanding, if I

may, that section 3 deals with the minister's

duties. Section 3(1) outlines one of the duties

we feel it should be the responsibility of the

minister to undertake, and I do not see how
that could be considered out of order.

Mr. Chairman: In my opinion, in checking
over the amendment to section 3, I consider

my ruling, as being irrelevant to the section.

Mr. Foulds: I agree that your rulings are

irrelevant. What I would like to—

(Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman-

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. 1 will con-

sider this a challenge to my ruling. If there-

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.

Chairman.

Mr. B. Newman: Are you challenging him?

Mr. Cassidy: Obviously the member for

Port Arthur is trying to find a constructive

way of ensuring that parts of the amendment

put forward by the member for Sudbury East

can be considered. I wish that you would
consider them in that light rather than auto-

matically assuming that your ruling is being

appealed.
It's my understanding that it is the right

of any member of the Legislature to ask for

a question to be divided and for the various

parts of that question to be considered

separately. That being the case, perhaps the

member for Port Arthur or myself can ask

you, Mr. Chairman, whether you would
consider dividing that amendment and then

considering the matters involved in it sepa-

rately and ruling as to whether each of those

subsections is admissible. Obviously the point

you've raised-

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: If I could conclude—

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. I would say
to the members of the committee, I ruled
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that this was irrelevant to the bill because

this is an amendment to section 3, and

section 3 reads: "The minister shall preside

over and have charge of the ministry."

By agreement of the whole committee, we
did agree to take all amendments and con-

sider them at one point. However, I still feel

that section 3(1) is not relevant to the section

3 which it amends.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman, with the great-

est of respect, surely sections 3 and 4 of the

bill as it is printed deal with the duties of

the minister. Surely the amendments that

we have proposed under the subsections

listed in section 3 have to do with the

duties of the minister.

Mr. Rotenberg: Either challenge the ruling

or accept it.

Mr. Reid: It doesn't at all.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Are there any
other discussions on any sections of this

bill?

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman, with the great-

est of respect, I do not wish to be put in

the position of having to challenge the Chair.

An hon. member: You are doing it.

Mr. Foulds: But I do wish that the Chair

could explain the decision in clearer terms.

The Chair has merely said that section

3(1) is irrelevant to the bill. The Chair has

not explained why and has not given any

justification for that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Isn't that enough?
[4:451

Mr. Foulds: And if I may say so, with

great respect, the following subsections don't

entirely deal with money matters. Some of

them direct initiatives on the part of the

minister that have nothing to do with money
matters. I think they should be taken, if I

may say so, section by section, and that you
give reasons for ruling they are out of order.

Mr. Chairman: First of all, I should say to

the member for Port Arthur that I explained
it clearly enough. If he wishes to challenge

my ruling he may do so.

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: There is nothing out of

order.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, it has always
been appropriate for a member to bring a

point of order. Agreed? I believe that is the

case.

Mr. Chairman: There is nothing out of

order. We have only discussed the Chair-
man's ruling and what I considered an ap-
peal.

Mr. Martel: Could I ask the Chairman a

question then? Would section 3 be in order,

Mr. Chairman, as an amendment to section

8 then—the functions of the ministry? I

would ask the Chairman if it would be ap-

propriate to move my section 3 in its en-

tirety under the functions of the ministry.

Mr. Chairman: I would say it may be in

order if it did not have anything to do with

the expenditure of funds, which again is

questionable.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Chairman, I am again

asking for your clarification because I am
not sure which of those you feel is direct-

ing the expenditure of any specific funds.

We are talking about services, and we are

just saying that the minister has to be re-

sponsible for guaranteeing that those services

are made available in those communities.

Mr. Chairman: Looking at that amendment
carefully it would be my opinion that the pro-
vision of local services would certainly have
to do with funding and therefore it would be
out of order.

Mr. Martel: It doesn't direct the funding.

Mr. Reid: Can we get a commitment from
the minister that when we come back in the
fall he will have these matters in hand, that

he will have some kind of a bill set up to

deal with the unorganized communities, and
that the matters raised, with which we agree,
will be dealt with as soon as we come back
in the fall?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Chairman, if I

could respond to that request. As I indicated

to the hon. members of the committee, we
were looking and we are looking at provisions
in The Statute Labour Act and The Local
Roads Boards Act to broaden the taxation base
of that particular body, to expand beyond
the collecting of assessment solely for the

purpose of roads and road maintenance, which
would allow that group to add $2 or $3 per
home.

Mr. Reid: Yes, but are we going to get that

in the fall?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes. Well, I don't know
whether we can get it in the fall but I can
and I will make a commitment to the com-
mittee that we are working on it, we are

pushing it ahead as fast as we can.

I have to say that we would want some
consultation with the people in unorganized
areas. I think the thrust we are adopting now,
with all due respect, is without consultation

with those people in the unorganized areas.

When we dealt with Bill 102 we went back
after we introduced the bill and asked for

their input. And you know the reaction we
got. So I think the same thing would apply.
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I have already tossed out a suggestion on
the thrust that we are taking to many of the

unorganized groups. They have come back
with a very positive response, as has UCANO,
saying this is the route to go. And if you will

bear with us I can assure you that our thrust

will be in that direction.

Mr. Martel: Could I say something to the

minister then? It was my intention, Mr.

Minister, as we got to the end of the bill, to

suggest rather than try and take this to a

committee, that you might, as minister re-

sponsible, form a subcommittee of the re-

sources committee. They could go with you
and, for the first time, visit the municipalities
in northern Ontario; use a group of the legis-

lators to get input-

Mr. Reid: From northern Ontario.

Mr. Martel: —from northern Ontario, to

get input both from the unorganized town-

ships and the organized communities as to

what they see should be the function of the

ministry. In fact I indicated to your deputy
minister the other night and to the House
leader for your party that it would be my
hope when we got to the committee stage—
and I don't want to delay passage of the bill

—an ad hoc committee of the resources de-

velopment committee might travel with the

minister to allow these people in their com-
munities to tell us what it is they aspire to.

The last time we sent primarily civil ser-

vants. I'm not belittling the civil service in

any way, shape or form, but maybe it's time
v/e sent a delegation of northern members to

get input from both the unorganized and the

organized communities in northern Ontario as
to what their aspirations are and what they
see are the solutions to the problems con-

fronting northern Ontario. Instead of asking
them to come to Queen's Park, a small com-
mittee should' travel across northern Ontario
to have input from them, giving them an op-
portunity to prepare their briefs. Maybe that's
a way around it. The bill proceeds, but it

just seems to me we should get some input
from them for a change.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I appreciate the hon.
member's response to my suggestion that we
do get the input, and certainly I am pre-
pared to give a lot of thought to his sugges-
tion really. The thrust of this particular
bill was to get input, because if this ministry
is to be the ministry we want it to be for
northern Ontario, then it has to come with
a lot of input from people like yourself on
both sides of the House and from the people
out in the unorganized areas and all parts of
northern Ontario. I would be prepared to
give that some consideration.

Mr. Chairman: Because of my ruling on
sections 3 and 10 of the bill, automatically
the amendment to section 1 would also be
out of order. Are there any other comments,
questions or amendments?

Mr. Cassidy: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Your point of order?

Mr. Cassidy: I believe the House leader
will agree that it's in the spirit of the new
rules of the House that an amendment which
can't be put because of a ruling like the

ruling you've made can be attempted in an-
other form without the notice that would
otherwise have been given. It seems to me
on looking at this that there are certain

aspects of the amendment put forward by
the member for Sudbury East which could

quite fruitfully be added to section 8 of the

bill, specifically those amendments that do
not involve—and I quote from rule 86—a tax

or the specific direction of public funds.

Perhaps the Chairman would like to com-
ment on that right now, because I believe
that subsections 1, 4 and 5 of the proposed
amendment to section 3 could very easily be
adapted to be added to the functions of the

ministry, according to section 8; and the

requirement of giving priority to under-

takings which build on the natural resource
base of northern Ontario can also be re-

worded with the same intention and be
added into section 8. Would the chairman
like to comment on that?

Mr. Chairman: Yes, I'd be very glad to

make a comment on that to the member for

Ottawa Centre. That question was previously
asked and I have previously ruled that it

would be out of order because it would have
to do with the spending of public funds.

Mr. Cassidy: Well, okay.

Mr. Cunningham: Okay what? Sit down.

Mr. Chairman: That's my ruling.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, may I just

speak to the ruling then?

Mr. Chairman: You are challenging my
ruling?

Mr. Cassidy: No, I would like to speak
to it. Is that not permissible?

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: Is it not permissible that a
member can bring a point of order in this

Legislature?

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, I don't
think the member for Ottawa Centre should
start to push the patience of the House. I
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think we have allowed the member for Sud-

bury East a tremendous amount of time to

get everything on the record that he wanted
to get on the record with respect to the

ruling of the Chair. In the spirit of co-

operation, which I hope is dominating this

House between now and 6 o'clock, we now
have a ruling of the Chairman which is not

a debatable matter. The member has the

option now to challenge the Chairman's

ruling. We are going to divide soon anyway
on a number of matters and we can include

that in the division.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Chairman, in the spirit of

co-operation I won't press this matter fur-

ther. I am distressed, though, at the idea
that because of a desire to complete by 6
o'clock-

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Mr. O'Neil: Let's carry on.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any further
comments to any section of Bill 21?

'Sections 1 to 7, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 8:

Mr. Stokes: I think Mr. Chairman, that in

the light of your rulings—which have gone
unchallenged, although after considerable

verbiage—we do have a responsibility as

members of this Legislature, and1

certainly as
members representing northern ridings, to be
able to take back something to all of the

people in northern Ontario. I think we need
a much more complete explanation of the
mandate that we're giving to this minister
under section 8, which defines the function
of the minister and the ministry.
These very vague suggestions like "pre-

paring and recommending government plans,
policies and priorities for northern Ontario."
I don't know how often in this House we
have, as northern members, called attention
to the studies on top of the studies, and the
reviews of the studies, that we in northern
Ontario have been subjected to over the

years. Now unless the minister is prepared
to come forward with something much more
concrete than is contained in this bill, we're

going to have to go back to our respective
constituents saying we passed a very vague
kind of statute that we don't know the mean-
ing of. After four months of having the min-

istry set up—and let's face it, the ministry
has been in operation for some four months
now—I think we're entitled to a much more
complete explanation of what the functions

of the ministry are to be.

When I hear "preparing and recommend-
ing government plans, policies and priorities
for northern Ontario; establishing and ad-

ministering ministry programs and co-or-

dinating government programs and services

relating to northern Ontario," I wonder just
what all of this means. I don't want to delay
the passage of this bill, but I think the min-
ister should have been prepared to answer
our questions in quite some detail. The
most important section of the entire bill

deals with the function of the ministry. I

won't delay this debate any further as long
as the minister can get up and be more
specific as to the kinds of things that he's

going to get into.

If he had suggested that he's going to

deal with the needs and the aspirations of

people in unorganized communities; if he
said what he was prepared to do, in both an

operating capacity and in a co-ordinating

capacity with regard to the regional priori-

ties budget; if he had got up and said what
he was going to do with regard to the up-

grading of the Design for Development for

both northwestern and northeastern Ontario

—most certainly the one for northwestern

Ontario, which has been accepted as gov-
ernment policy now for about four to five

years—I just think we as northern members,
and I'm sure everybody as northerners, are

entitled to a much more complete explan-

ation of what you hope to do.

I'm not here to cross all of the t's and to

dot all of the i's, but I think we're entitled

to much more complete detail, a much more

specific explanation as to what you see as

your role as the minister and the role of this

new Ministry of Northern Affairs. I'd like

the minister, in as brief a way as possible, to

be much more specific as to how he sees

the function of his ministry.

Mr. Reid: Right, I will go for that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Chairman, if the

hon. member for Lake Nipigon had been

here during the early part of the debate-

Mr. Stokes: I was listening on my squawk
box downstairs, so I don't think I—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: How do you have a

squawk box?

Mr. Deans: It is an appropriate name

when you are speaking.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Okay, but I don't have

one.

Mr. Reid: That's all he's got left.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Seriously, Mr. Chair-

man, I did point out to the hon. members

at that time that section 8 deals with the

co-ordinating activities of my ministry. It

spells it out very clearly—the policies and

the priorities of northern Ontario, and the

plans-
Mr. Reid: And establishes them?
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Hon. Mr. Bernier: The establishment of

those policies, right—in a number of different

ways, in about six different subsections to

section 8. It clearly outlines where our re-

sponsibilities will be with regard to—

Mr. Stokes: No, it doesn't.

[5:00]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Yes, it does—with regard
to co-ordinating. I think what the hon. mem-
ber is driving at—

Mr. Stokes: Forgive me, but it doesn't.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I know what the hon.

member is driving at are the budgetary ex-

penditures or the administration we will be

doing. I think that's the point he's driving at,

and of course that will come up in the exam-
ination of the estimates later this fall.

The member hit on some very sensitive

areas: The setting of priorities with regard to

airstrips will be coming under our ministry.
Priorities for new road locations will be com-

ing under our ministry, as will the regional

priority budget, which we're now moving
into. There's also our thrust with ICAF for

fire protection and the MAC committee, with
whom we're meeting in Atikokan in late Sep-
tember to deal with the northwestern Ontario

regional development strategy.

All those things will be fully debatable and

they'll be outlined in great detail during the

course of my estimates, but this particular bill

is to establish the ministry, to give us the

functioning power and the broad mandate to

deal with all those areas. This is not the place
at this point in time, with all due respect,
Mr. Chairman, to go into those specifics.

I'm sure the member has read a number of

the speeches I have been giving across north-

ern Ontario where I outlined in great detail

what our responsibilities will be as I see

them. I'd be glad to send him copies of those

remarks which go into the specifics he has

questioned me on, but they're there, they're

public and, quite frankly, I say with all

sincerity that I hope to expand upon those
that have already been announced. I think
the member for Rainy River hit on a very
good one with regard to NODC, as an

example.
I have to say to you, sir, that we're not

stopping with the program that I've already
announced. We have a mandate and we're

looking at all provincial departments to see

what programs they have which are designed
solely for north of Parry Sound; and if it's in

the best interests of northern Ontario, we'll

bring them over to Northern Affairs and ad-
minister them from our point of view and
with the type of input that we want from

northern Ontario. We're not fixed and boxed
into the programs I've spoken about to date.

Mr. Stokes: Just to pursue this a step

further, it says in section 8(a): "preparing
and recommending government plans, policies
and priorities for northern Ontario."

I don't like to be uncharitable with the

minister—we've got along very well in the

past—but he talked about airstrips. It was my
understanding that the Ministry of Trans-

portation and Communications was going to

build an airstrip at Wunnummin Lake and
an airstrip at Kingfisher Lake. I asked the

Ministry of Transportation and Communica-
tions through the office of Russ Killaire what
the time-frame was. They told me that it has
been pushed back one year because the

Minister of Northern Affairs has just taken
over responsibility for this and his priority is

to establish airstrips at Muskrat Dam Lake
and Bearskin Lake.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's not true.

Mr. Stokes: You just got it through.
Hon. Mr. Bernier: No.

Mr. Stokes: On what criteria did the

minister make that decision to build those

two in the riding of Kenora rathern than in

the riding of Lake Nipigon?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That's totally incorrect,
Mr. Chairman. The airstrips at Kingfisher
and Wunnummin are going ahead.

Mr. Stokes: In 1979.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In 1978.

Mr. Stokes: In 1979!

Hon. Mr. Bernier: In 1978.

Mr. Deans: Wait a minute. If I have to

believe one of you—
Hon. Mr. Bernier: We're looking at another

one at Bearskin and at Deer Lake and, be-

cause of the poor location at Deer Lake, it

will be 1979 or 1980 before we go there. But
the ones that were planned, the policies that

were established at MTC, are still in place.

We're not changing them. I don't know where
Mr. Killaire got that indication from. Not
from me, that's for sure.

Mr. Stokes: I can send the minister a copy
of his letter—

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I wish you would.

Mr. Stokes:—but, as I say, that was prob-

ably a cheap shot; however, I used it to

highlight the kinds of things that the minister

is going to have to do and the approach he's

going to have to take to problems if he's

going to be believable. In other words, a lot

of people have said that, with the establish-

ment of this ministry, the Minister of North-

ern Affairs was going to be the highest paid
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organizer in all of the province of Ontario.

I don't associate myself with those com-
ments-

Mr. Reid: But he mentioned them just in

case.

Mr. Stokes: —but I want to be assured, and
I want to be able to assure everybody in

northern Ontario wherever they live, that

this minister is going to be sincere and gen-
erous and that he is going to be genuine in

his affirmation that he is going to look after

all of the needs of all of the people in north-

ern Ontario wherever they are, whether in

the city of Thunder Bay, whether in small

organized communities, or whether in un-

organized communities. I'd just like some
kind of assurance from the minister, here and

now, that these are the kinds of problems
that he personally is going to address himself

to and pay attention to.

I know that my colleague tried to spell it

out in more specific terms in the legislation

and it's been ruled out of order, but I think

that we should have at least that land of

assurance from the minister that that's the

way he's going to approach his new task.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That goes without say-

ing. I think if the hon. member would read

some of my speeches, and I—

Mr. Cassidy: What an experience that

would be.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —hope he would, the

speeches that I made across northern Ontario,
that very thrust to which he directed himself
was explicit in those speeches—to look after

the needs of all parts of northern Ontario. In
fact the bill-

Mr. Stokes: Just to be specific, how sincere

and how genuine were you when you an-
nounced the construction of a new generating
station on the north shore of Georgian Bay,
when you know full well that nobody in this

government, including the Premier, can make
that commitment until the Porter commission

brings in its report?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I never announced any-
thing for the north shore. I never did1

.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. The hon.
minister.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Come on, the election is

over.

Mr. Stokes: When was the commitment
made?

Mr. Wildman: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: On a point of order?

Mr. Wildman: The minister has just said

that he never announced anything regarding

a generating plant en the north shore. I can

give him the exact quote from the June 8
edition of the Sault Ste. Marie Star in which
he stated that he would be pushing for the

generating plant and he expected it to be
located at Dean Lake.

An hon. member: That wasn't an announce-
ment.

Mr. Reid: That's hardly an announcement.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman, I'd' like to speak
on section 8.

I think that it is unfortunate, and I can't

express the regret that I have that the govern-
ment and the Liberal Party do not seem
intent on creating a really strong Ministry of

Northern Affairs.

Mr. Reid: Don't give us that.

Mr. Foulds: That's true.

Mr. Reid: That's garbage. You don't pay
any attention to the rules except when they
suit you.

Mr. Foulds: Section 8, in my view-

Mr. Reid: Read subsection (b).

Mr. Chairman: Order please.

Mr. Foulds: Section 8 indicates that the

main function of the ministry will be a co-

ordinating function. "It is the function of the

ministry to co-ordinate . . ." that indicates to

me that all the ministry will do under the

legislation as it is presently outlined, is form
another level of bureaucracy through which
northerners will have to go and that we can

do without.

It is a shame that the constructive and posi-

tive amendments by my colleague from Sud-

bury East were not allowed and have not

been supported) by the other two parties in

this House, because that would have given
us a real Ministry of Northern Affairs.

An hon. member: They were out of order.

Mr. Foulds: I suggest to you that I would
like the minister to answer this question. How,
in this bill, does he have the authority to take

the initiatives that he has already taken, for

example, in the Cobalt situation, where he

directly—

Mr. Reid: Section 8 covers everything.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Of course it does.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: If I understand those two inter-

jections correctly, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to

ask the minister and the member for Rainy
River to indicate how co-ordination is another

word that stands for the expenditure of funds.

If that is so, then we'll move our amend-
ments under this section and they'll be in

order.
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Mr. Reid: Mr. Chairman, I don't know why
they're carrying on in this manner.

Mr. Foulds: Because we want a real minis-

try.

Mr. Reid: Their individual insanity has

turned into collective insanity.

Hon. Mr. Welch: They are trying to get
even. It's human nature.

Mr. Reid: If the hon. member would) read

section 8(b): "establishing and administering

ministry programs and co-ordinating govern-
ment programs and services relating to north-

ern Ontario." I read "establishing and ad-

ministering ministry programs" to mean, in

language that we usually understand, at least

in northern Ontario, that you can create a

program and you can apply it.

Mr. Foulds: It's too bad you haven't got

the principle of the bill before you.
Hon. Mr. Bernier: It's in section 10, too,

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Reid: I don't understand it. Most
members on that side have been here in the

House long enough and have been through
other bills setting up a ministry where the

bill has been set up in very general terms

to provide for the outline and the functions

of the ministry, and then other bills have

come in to support the original bill. Regula-
tions have been passed under the authority
of those Acts. But never in any of the bills

establishing a ministry have the functions

been set out with all the i's dotted, or all

the t's crossed and so on. This is hardly a

new exercise.

I said I am in sympathy with the amend-
ments put by my hon. friend, but I don't

think according to the rules of the Legisla-
ture that they were in order in this particular
bill. I think we have a commitment from the

minister that we are going to have some-

thing in support of those programs and
policies and priorities that we discussed

during second reading-
Mr. Foulds: Have you read the first prin-

cipal clause? Do you know what—
Mr. Reid: But the authority is there under

section 8 to do exactly what we are all

talking about.

Interjection.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Order. The
member for Algoma.

Mr. Wildman: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just very briefly on this section, section 8,
we have heard from the member for Rainy
River that this section covers everything
and that this ministry will have the power
to co-ordinate and administer programs in

northern Ontario.

Mr. Reid: And establish them.

Mr. Wildman: But I agree with my friend

from Lake Nipigon when he says that we
need some kind of specific commitment. The
minister's speeches across northern Ontario

are not a specific commitment to anything,

if the statement made on June 8 to the Sault

Star by the minister is an indication of how

specific recommendations are going to be

made by this ministry. I was told by the

Minister of Energy in the estimates last week
that that statement cannot be taken as it

was taken by everybody who read it. He said

that we don't know what's going to happen
on the north shore or won't know until the

royal commission makes its report—in 1978

now, rather than late 1977. For the minister

to claim he was misquoted—perhaps he was.

However I run into the same problem as

the member for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes)

when it comes to airstrips. When the govern-
ment announces that an airstrip is to be

begun in Hornepayne, during the election

they even have a sod turning ceremony.
Then when I contact MTC I am told that

they are not sure when it may go through.

They say they are intending for it to go

through, but they are not sure if it will go
ahead at this time, or at what date it might
go ahead.

So I just wonder what kind of co-ordination

the minister is exercising and has exercised,
and what relationship he has with other

government programs and the other min-

istries in northern Ontario. We need some-

thing more concrete than what we have

here, because the record so far isn't too

encouraging.

Mr. Lane: Didn't even want a ministry
to start with.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: What the hon. members
refer to has all been stated. I have stated

our position very, very clearly and strongly

and I think to go ahead now would just be

a repetition. If you just read Hansard it's

there, as clearly as I can put it. If we just

get on with the job of giving us the author-

ity of establishing this ministry, then our

goals and our objectives will be achieved.

There is no question about that.

Mr. Hennessy: Being a resident of northern

Ontario—and I have been there quite a few

years—I can see the concern of the members
from northern Ontario. But it seems that

the opposition want to kill the program before

it even gets off the ground. They are bring-

ing in different resolutions, and different

recommendations. They are all motherhood

ones. They sound very good.
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Mr. Chairman: I would remind the mem-
ber that we are not on the amendments. We
are now on section 8.

Mr. Hennessy: I think it's a good program.
I support it 100 per cent and I think if you

give it a chance to get off the ground, I am
sure the minister will look into this and to

the problems that are expressed here today.

Mr. Renwick: That's a really significant

contribution.

Mr. Foulds: I'd like to make a small

amendment, with your indulgence, Mr.

Chairman, to section 8. I move to insert the

words "and initiate policies and programs
for" after the words "activities of" in the

second line of section 8 and before the

words "the government in." It would then

read: "It is the function of the ministry to

co-ordinate the activities of and initiate

policies and programs for the government in

northern Ontario."

[5:15]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: That is in section 8

already, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Deans: If what the minister interjects

were to be considered to be true, then of

course the entire sentence stating it is the

function of the ministry to co-ordinate the

activities is redundant in itself, since the other

matters spell specifically what the ministry is

intended to do. What we are trying to do is

make it clear that the ministry has not only a

co-ordinating function, but in addition to that

it has the responsibility for the initiation of

the policies and programs. Otherwise, it says
that the ministry simply co-ordinates.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please, I will place
the motion.

Mr. Foulds moves to insert the words "and
initiate policies and programs for" after the
words "activities of and before the words
"the government in" in line 2 of section 8.

Mr. Foulds: If I might speak to the motion,
Mr. Chairman. As the objection I expressed
previously that the principal clause in section

8 states only "to co-ordinate," I just simply
want to strengthen that initial clause so that

the subsequent parts of the bill will have the
effect that the minister indicates he wants
them to have.

Mr. Breithaupt: I would just briefly say
that if that is the interest of the minister to

have that initiating ability with respect to

this bill, then the amendment would seem
most reasonable.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: If I may just comment,
section 10 reads: "Upon the recommendation
of the minister," which is, of course initia-

tion, "the Lieutenant Governor in Council

may establish programs that benefit the

residents of northern Ontario." So the minis-

try has the capacity, it's already there. It is

not necessary in section 8.

Mr. Chairman: Any other comments re-

garding the amendment?
All those in favour of Mr. Foulds' amend-

ment will please say "aye."
All those opposed will please say "nay."
In my opinion, the "nays" have it.

This motion will also be stacked.

Sections 9 and 10 agreed to.

On section 11:

Mr. Martel: I have just a comment on
section 11. It really bothers me. I considered

trying to delete that. One of the reasons

why I moved the community council was
that it would have allowed us to delete that

section. I don't want to be unkind really in

this last day for the House leader, but I can

see that being abused. Knowing the minister's

track record, that causes me some fear about

the types of appointments he would make. He
might take his friends fishing into an area

that is not allowed, and that sort of thing

for which this minister is noted.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Please don't be political.

That is your fear.

Mr. Renwick: It is very real too and he

knows it. That's why he is smiling.

Mr. Martel: That is really carte blanche

to appoint every Tory hack from here to

Hoboken and back to some study.

Mr. Cunningham: At least you'd know
where they are.

Mr. Martel: You've got them all in nor-

thern Ontario, the mayors who all got de-

feated last time. I won't name them as the

minister knows. It really worries me how
that can be abused. I am tempted to move
that we delete it.

Mr. Cunningham: It is safer than proba-
tion.

Mr. Martel: As I say, the minister's track

record is different from what that says. You

know, "subject to the approval of the

Lieutenant Governor in Council"—which is

the cabinet—"the minister may establish ad-

visory committees to the minister and sub-

committees thereto, appoint chairmen and

members of such committees and sub-

committees, fix the terms of reference of

such committees and subcommittees, and fix

the remuneration and expenses of the chair-

men and members of such committees and
subcommittees."

I want to tell you that I would trust a

town hall meeting to elect people to do the

studies a heck of a lot more than I do this
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minister. I'm sorry to be so blunt. I'd take

my chances with the local people back home
coming up with a group rather than what
that's going to open the door to. That's the

floodgate.
It really bothers me and I want to put that

on the record because I think the minister

himself should eliminate that section. He
might move to delete it because it just, un-

fortunately, is that grab-bag which allows all

of the defeated friends and the friends of

the defeated friends and the friends of the

friends-

Mr. Renwick: Why don't you, in an act

of good faith grant the omission of that

clause? Just as an act of good faith?

Mr. Martel: Yes. It really bothers me.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Martel: I didn't want to give him that

power to appoint a bunch of people. I wanted
to leave it to the local people and I wanted
to leave it to the civil servants.

Interjections.

Mr. Martel: I didn't want it to come under
this minister. Because I've been around too

long.

[Applause].

Mr. Kennedy: That's accurate.

Mr. Lane: Careful or we are going to run
you.

Mr. Martel: Well, I'll tell you. You people
won't defeat me, never. You know, you're
still 9,100 behind-

Mr. Chairman: Does the hon. member
have anything further on section 11?

Mr. Martel: -and that's a long way back.

Mr. Chairman: Order. Does the hon.
member have anything further on section 11?

Mr. Martel: Well, I won't Mr. Chairman.
I think I should remove it, but in the spirit
of esprit de corps, I'll leave it.

Mr. Renwick: Surely the minister will
move the deletion.

Mr. Chairman: The hon. minister.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I can't let the hon.
member's comment go unchallenged, be-
cause during the course of the debate on
second reading of this bill and certainly
during the course of my comments this af-

ternoon, I hope my thrust has been input. If
there ever was a ministry that is going to

rely on input, it's going to be this ministry,
I can tell you that right now.

Mr. Renwick: You are magnificent, you
really are. Your input. Input-and you select
the people who are going to give the input.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: And that will allow the

type of northern input that you—
Mr. Renwick: You are going to select

them all. You are going to select them and

pay them.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —that you want, really.

If you want that involvement, if you want
that advice, certainly it's got to come from
those people out there and those advisory
boards and from people who want to con-

tribute. I think this is a very valuable sec-

tion that will allow the ministry to go and

get the advice from those experts who live

in northern Ontario, really.

Mr. Renwick: That's right, they will all

be miniature Leos—small lions.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: And I'm surprised, I'm

really surprised that the member would
stand in his place and ask that this be de-

leted. Really. Because I do believe he be-

lieves in input. I know he does. And I think

he just misconstrued it for political reasons

only. He has that fear-

Mr. Martel: It is all politically motivated.

Mr. Renwick: Yes, he knows that. He
can't help but laugh about it. He knows
what it is.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I can't accept it and I

just want to say that we will use this to get
the input of northerners to make sure that

we as legislators do what northerners really
want us to do.

Mr. Martel: A horrible section.

Sections 11 to 13, inclusive, agreed to.

Mr. Chairman: Any further comments on

any section of the bill? If not, we have two
votes which have been stacked. I now call

in the members. I would remind the mem-
bers this is a 10-minute bell.

The committee divided on Mr. Martel's

motion to insert a preamble in the bill,

which was negated on the following vote:

Ayes 28; nays 68.

The committee divided on Mr. Fould's

amendment to section 8, which was approved
on the following vote:

Ayes 96; nays 0.

Section 8, as amended, agreed to.

Bill 21, as amended, reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported one bill

with amendment and asked for leave to sit

again.
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THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 21, An Act to establish The Ministry

of Northern Affairs.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before

calling the next order I wonder if the House

would agree to revert to motions, because

I want to make a change in the resources

development committee.

Agreed to.

MOTION

RESOURCES COMMITTEE
SUBSTITUTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that Messrs. Ashe

and Belanger replace Messrs. Rollins and

McNeil on the resources development stand-

ing committee.

Motion agreed to.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

PEEL MUNICIPAL HYDRO-ELECTRIC
SERVICE ACT

Hon. J. A. Taylor moved second reading
of Bill 56, An Act to provide for Municipal

Hydro-Electric Service in The Regional

Municipality of Peel.

Mr. Speaker: Does the minister have an

opening statement?

Mr. Conway: He is glad to have visitors.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: This bill establishes new
municipal hydro-electric commissions for

each area municipality—Brampton, Missis-

sauga and Caledon. As the principles estab-

lished by this legislation could set the

pattern for other municipal utilities, it has

been extensively reviewed by the provincial

steering committee, Ontario Hydro, TEIGA
and the Ministry of Energy, in consultation

with the local study team, the Ontario

Municipal Electrical Association, the Asso-

ciation of Municipalities of Ontario and the

Provincial-Municipal Liaison Committee.
The provisions of this bill have been, in

general, agreed upon by these groups.
All customers withiin Brampton and Missis-

sauga will be supplied with power by their

new commissions. Customers within Caledon

presently served by Ontario Hydro will con-
tinue to be served by Ontario Hydro until

the Caledon council directs the Caledon

Hydro-Electric Commission to expand its

service area from the former town of Bolton
to the Caledon municipal boundaries. This
will become mandatory when a Caledon-wide

municipal utility becomes financially viable

according to prescribed criteria.

May I again say that I wish to commend
the local study team, the restructuring steer-

ing committe, their staff and Ontario Hydro
for their endeavours in this regard.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, I thought that both
these bills, the one for Waterloo and the one
for Peel, would come in together. The one
for Waterloo, I understand, will follow im-

mediately upon this and so the notes that

I have made with regard to these bills refer

to both the bills.

I certainly deem it a privilege to be
able to speak to this bill and the one follow-

ing, because I had the privilege of being a

member of the study team in the regional

municipality of Waterloo. We worked for

two years on trying to bring in a report and
now it looks like that work will come to

fruition.

I am particularly pleased too that the bill

for the regional municipality of Waterloo
will be introduced today because, as all of the

members know, there is a historical highlight
that is associated with this in that in the

city of Kitchener in 1910 the lights were first

turned on by using the hydro power from

Niagara.

Mr. Nixon: Adam Beck did it.

Mr. Conway: Is that when the lights were
turned out on the Tories permanently?

Mr. Epp: Both of these bills were based
on the Hogg report, otherwise known as the

Restructuring of Public Utilities Report, of

February 8, 1974. The committee brought
that report in after being appointed on

August 13, 1973. They proposed ways to in-

tegrate different utilities in municipalities.
There is a considerable need for this re-

structuring because of the urban growth in

the various municipalities. This is true in

Peel as well as in Waterloo.

I know that in my own municipality of the

city of Waterloo the population doubled
about every 12 years, which is fairly signi-

ficant, being one of the fastest growing areas

in Canada. The restructuring also followed

the regional government in various areas, in-

cluding Peel and Waterloo.

It's particularly encouraging that the

government has learned from regional re-

structuring because of the way that they
went about and appointed the local com-
mittees. I think, to be sure, they appointed
some local people on the restructuring com-
mittee and this is a significant improvement
over the commissioners who were appointed
for regional government. The people who
were appointed were local politicians from
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the regional council, some were local people
on the hydro commissions, and thirdly, they
were people from the labour union move-
ment.

[5:45]

The difference too here is that once the

restructuring occurs these people will be

living in the community and will know what
kind of positive aspects take place. That's

different from the regional restructuring
where once the commissioner gave his report
he left town.

I'm prepared and my party's prepared to

support both of these bills. I'm happy to say
there was a considerable amount of public

input into the various reports that went to

the provincial steering committee, to the

Hydro board and to the government of the

day. The committee felt there was a con-

siderable amount of urgency in the restruc-

turing. First of all, there were 13 utilities in

the regional municipality of Waterloo, in-

cluding one for each of the various munic-

ipalities, plus Ontario Hydro. What they
essentially did is reduce these to three utility

commissions. The largest utility in the region
of Waterloo will be servicing about 45,000
homes and that's a far cry from what cur-

rentiy is occurring where a utility might only
serve a few hundred homes.
An important aspect here too is that the

rates will, be more equitably distributed in

the region. At the moment, the rural areas
that have been annexed to the urban areas
are particularly upset with the high rates

they're paying and they see no logical reason

why, these rates should be significantly higher
than the urban areas. With the restructuring,
there will be a redistribution of the rate

structure and, I think, a more equitable
distribution.

In both Peel and Waterloo, according to

the Hogg report, we had two choices, both
a lower tier and an upper tier. We had the

opportunity of expanding on this. What hap-
pened in the regional municipality of Water-
loo was that we actually selected a third

alternative which meant, rather than have
seven for the seven municipalities, we are

going to end up with three of them. I might
also say that of the various groups that sub-
mitted briefs 22 chose the third alternative,

eight chose the lower-tier alternative, two of
which as their second choice had the third

alternative or the three utilities, and no one
chose the upper tier or the one that cor-

responds with the regional boundaries.
One of the three utilities then will be

Waterloo, Wellesley and Woolwich. Kitchener
and Wilmot will be another. And this is im-
portant because of the fact that maybe for

once the city of Kitchener is going to return

something to Wilmot in the form of power
and so forth as opposed to always taking—
and the member for Kitchener (Mr. Breit-

haupt) knows this—water away from Wilmot
as it has been doing for years.

Mr. Breithaupt: Just be careful what you
say.

Mr. Epp: I think the people of Wilmot
will feel somewhat repaid by this. Then
there's the third utility—and they don't neces-

sarily go in this order. There's the one in

Cambridge, which brings into play Preston,

Gait, Hespeler and North Dumfries. This is

particularly important because of the fact

that in Cambridge, in one municipality of

about 75,000 people, they've had three local

utilities servicing the city, plus Ontario

Hydro.
I'm particularly disappointed that in Peel

this report has seen fit in one way to violate

the Hogg guidelines. However, my party is

prepared to support this bill as it is now
proposed, irrespective of this. I know that in

the municipality of Waterloo our bill might
have been slightly different had we known
about this earlier. However* we'll leave it the

way it is. I venture to guess too that had we
had this data and had a local study team

help restructure the region four or five years

ago, we would not have the two-tier structure

in the municipality as we now do but rather

we would have larger municipalities, maybe
four or five of them, which would serve the

area rather than have the duplication which
is now evident with regional government.

I would also have liked to have seen the

minister recommended the appointment of all

members of the new utilities by the councils

rather than have the option of the councils

appointing people to these utilities or having
them elected. Had they all been appointed by
the municipalities, this would have been in

sympathy with local accountability, a prin-

ciple that many people in this House have

supported, where the council is responsible
and where the public has a clear perception
of who is responsible for the various services.

It would also have been in sympathy with
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario's

position on this matter.

Thirdly, I might note that in the Robarts

report, which came out about a week or so

ago, on page 106, Hon. Mr. Robarts recom-

mended in point 6.4 that "local govern-
mental functions be the responsibilities of

municipal councils. The statutory provisions
for all special-purpose bodies now operating
within Metropolitan Toronto and its constitu-

ent municipalities, with the exception of
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boards of education, be removed and the

authority of these bodies assigned to their

respective councils."

If these members were appointed by the

councils—the councils have that opportunity,
and I hope they exercise it—then they
wouldn't have local elections and that prob-

ably would mean more accountability and
save the people some tax money.

I am also happy to note that this bill cor-

rects an oversight that was evident in the

restructured bill, 167, dealing with the re-

gional municipality of Waterloo, and in a

number of other regional bills. In that bill

one of the sections says that the mayors can

stay on the local utilities commission even
after they are removed from office in one way
or another—if they resign or lose their posi-
tions through election. This is particularly

important because I know that in our own
case, in the regional municipality of Water-

loo, there were a number of people who lost

in the election of 1974 and then stayed on
the hydro commission.

I have a note here with respect to mayors
on PUCs, and I have been informed that as

a result of the redrawn boundaries of Milton
in the region of Halton, the current mayor of

Milton now sits on and is remunerated for

three PUCs-Burlington, Oakville and Milton.

The amount of remuneration may not be that

great but a duplication of services certainly
is evident, and I think this bill will correct

that and some of the mayors who have been

sitting on PUC or hydro bodies for the last

number of years will, as a result of this, not

be able to remain on those bodies.

I would like to see the minister bring in

legislation or take action to see that the other

mayors in other regions are removed from the

hydro utilities, because they are really there

by default and they know they shouldn't be
there; in fact, they are on the utilities by a

fluke in the legislation and, as a result, the

people in the various regions have to pay
extra money for extra people on these com-
missions when they weren't intended to be on.

The various regions are happy for the

special startup grants that the government has

promised them. I know in the region of

Waterloo it is going to total about $219,000,
and this will help tide them over during the
transition period which will mean additional

costs. The line of credit established by the
Ontario Hydro equal to the maximum of one
month's working funds of the new utility at

Ontario Hydro's current borrowing rate will

also come to fruition, I understand, and that

will help during the transition period.
I am very pleased to have had the oppor-

tunity of speaking on this bill, to see it going

through today, because it means that on

January 1, 1978, the two municipalities will

then have restructured utilities. Various people
have waited with—well, to over-dramatize it, I

would have to say with bated breath. It hasn't

been quite that, but I know the various

politicians and the people in the utilities have
been anxious to have these bills pass in this

House, and this party would be pleased to

support it.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for

Welland-Thorold.

Mr. Conway: Mel, some of us want to eat.

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I am conscious of

the time and the desire of this House to pro-

rogue, but I must say to you and to the House
that I and my party are a little annoyed at

the proceedings to deal with the Peel bill

at this time. I suggest it is an unusual pro-

ceeding when it amounts to a rather sub-

stantial change of policy on the part of the

government. Therefore I intend to speak to

this bill for at least a short period of time,

even though we may support it in the end.

Let me say at tne outset that we are in

support of the Waterloo restructuring bill and
we are spending very little time on that. But
the circumstances surrounding the Peel bill

are substantially different, and I want to deal

with those principles. I want to deal with the

sequence leading to this bill that is before us

here today—in fact leading to both bills that

are here before us, but more particularly the

one on Peel.

The restructuring of the hydro commissions,
I guess was initiated first by the Smith com-
mission in its recommendations about 10 years

ago and as a result of that v/hen new regional

governments were formed, including the

Niagara regional government, they froze the

hydro commissions at that time, back in 1969.

Subsequent to that there was Task Force

Hydro, which was established by the govern-
ment and first reported August 15, 1972. It

proposed a dramatic reduction in the number
of hydro commissions in this province.

Following that the Hogg committee was

appointed; it reported in 1974 with recom-

mendations as to the procedures and the

policies to follow in the restructuring of the

hydro commissions. The Minister of Energy
at that time did a study of that and made
recommendations which were to be the pro-
cedures and the policies for the restructuring

of Hydro in Ontario. He made that report in

1975.

The minister has already mentioned this in

a somewhat different context but it is signifi-

cant that his ministry and that committee con-

sulted—and I am reading here—with the On-
tario Municipal Electric Association, the Asso-
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ciation of Municipal Electric Utilities, the

Provincial-Municipal Liaison Committee, the

Canadian Union of Public Employees 1000,

and the International Brotherhood of Electri-

cal Workers. The minister brought forth a

large number of recommendations of which

the first was, Mr. Speaker, and I read as

follows: "Recommendation No. 1: Where the

local authorities desire to restructure the

electric distribution system serving areas or

regions covered by regional government, such

restructuring will be conducted in accordance

with the recommendations of the Hogg com-

mittee report as amended by the Ministry of

Energy."
One of the fundamental recommendations

of that report was as follows: "That the re-

sponsibility for the retailing of electricity

should continue and expand at the municipal
level and"—this is a significant sentence—

"further, throughout any area defined by

municipal boundaries there should be one

retail authority." That was the policy of the

Hogg committee which was adopted by the

Minister of Energy at that time. Following

that, there was a steering committee ap-

pointed by the government which was to deal

with the local study committees and make
recommendations to the government and

those concerned. Then local study teams

were appointed in a number of areas, includ-

ing Waterloo and Niagara and, subsequently,
Peel.

Then last April there was a bill tabled to

reorganize Waterloo in conformity with the

Hogg report and government policy. The
election intervened and that bill was not

dealt with. Then that bill, along with the

bill for restructuring of the hydro commis-

sions in Peel and a policy statement by the

minister to change—a significant thing—the

guidelines, were all tabled in this House last

Friday. The significant change was that prior
to that time the policy had been that any
commission must conform to municipal
boundaries. There would not be more than

one hydro distribution authority in a muni-

cipality.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Swart: I presume you'd like me to

move the adjournment of the debate.

Mr. Speaker: No, not necessarily. This

may be a convenient place for the hon.

member to break his remarks, though. I

presume we'll rise to recognize the clock.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.

APPENDIX
(See page 724)

Answers to questions were tabled as

follows:

2. Mr. Eakins—Inquiry of the ministry:
Will the Ministry of Health table a list of all

properties leased, rented or purchased by
Browndale (Ontario) with public money, the

value of such property, the present owner,
the previous owner and the rent and terms
of rent for each property where applicable.
[First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim Answer
April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27, 1977.]

Answer by the Minister of Health (Mr.
Timbrell):

The Ministry of Health has not given any

money to Browndale (Ontario) specifically

for the purchase of property. Browndale

(Ontario) receives an operating grant from

this ministry based on a per diem rate.

The attached is a list of properties leased

(rented), or purchased by Browndale (Ontario).

Property value is only available for those

properties leased, as indicated.

Information is not available concerning

previous ownership of properties leased

(rented) or purchased by Browndale.
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3. Mrs. Campbell—Inquiry of the Min-

istry: Will the Ministry of Health table a

list of properties purchased with public funds

by Browndale (Ontario) for use in their treat-

ment program, the price paid for these prop-
erties and their previous owner; and will the

ministry provide the House with the Legis-
lative authority which permits this expendi-
ture. [First Tabled March 31, 1977. Interim

Answer April 14, 1977. Tabled June 27,

1977.]
Answer by the Minister of Health (Mr.

Timbrell):
Browndale (Ontario) has acquired a num-

ber of properties by direct purchase prin-

cipally in the Huntsville and North Bay
regions.

Browndale (Ontario) has not received any
public funds to purchase properties, the pur-

chase moneys were derived from mortgages
and bank loans.

Browndale (Ontario) receives operating
grant assistance on a per diem basis, under
section 19 of Children's Mental Health
Centres Act, in conjunction with section 11,
Ontario Regulations 32/71 and sections 1

and 5, Ontario Regulations 577, as amended.
While no part of that funding is specifi-

cally earmarked for payment of loan interest

and depreciation costs, such costs are recog-
nized items of expense for operating grants
under the above-noted legislation.

The attached is a list of properties pur-
chased by Browndale (Ontario) for use in

their treatment programs.
Information regarding previous ownership

of these properties is not available.
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13. Ms. Bryden—Inquiry of the ministry:

Will the Minister of Culture and Recreation

please supply the following information: 1.

A list of Wintario grants announced by press

release between April 29, 1977 and June 9,

1977, showing date of press release, recipient,

locality of recipient, amount of grant, and

purpose of grant. 2. Were any Progressive
Conservative candidates in the 1977 provin-
cial election notified in writing by the min-

istry of any of these awards. If so, please
indicate which ones and which candidates

received such notice for each grant, and
date of notice to candidate. 3. Were any

of these awards announced by the Minister

of Culture and Recreation at public meetings
or press conferences. If so, which ones, and
what was the date and locality of the an-

nouncement. 4. Were any other Wintario

grants announced by the Minister of Culture
and Recreation during the period April 29,
1977 to June 9, 1977. If so, please list grant,

date, recipient, locality, purpose and place
of announcement. 5. The same information
as requested in 1, 2, 3 and 4 above is re-

quested for multicultural grants from the

Ministry. [Tabled June 29, 1977.1

Answer tabled as a return, Sessional Paper
No. 54.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

PEEL MUNICIPAL HYDRO-ELECTRIC
SERVICE ACT

(concluded)

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, prior to the

dinner break I had briefly traced the hydro-
electric commission restructuring program
up to the introduction of the two bills, the

Waterloo bill and the Peel bill which were

tabled Friday last, and the place of the

steering committee in the overall restruc-

turing. Of those two bills the Waterloo bill,

of course, conformed to the guidelines and

generally to the views of the steering com-

mittee. But the Peel bill we are considering

now did not.

There was one fundamental revision in

that bill—one fundamental difference to the

Waterloo bill and to the guidelines and to

the policy of the steering committee and
the Hogg report. That was that it would

permit more than one hydro-electric distri-

bution system within the boundaries of a

municipality. So the minister, to overcome

that, tabled new guidelines. Perhaps I can

quote briefly from them where he stated

that:

"Where it is decided locally as part of a
regional overview that a municipality cannot
yet support a viable utility to serve all of
its residents, then Ontario Hydro's rural sys-
tem may continue to serve those parts of that

municipality which it now serves, the munic-
ipal council being given the responsibility
to decide when the municipal hydro-electric

utility should extend its service area. In the
interim the council would review electrical

supply at least every three years and a uni-

fied municipal utility would operate any pre-
existing municipal electric systems."

As I say, that was rather a wide depart-
ure from the previous policies and the poli-
cies of the government bodies. I would point
out that a rather dramatic change was made
without prior consultation with all of the

other organizations as had been the case

when they had set up the previous guide-
lines. I would also point out that the back-

ground of those changes is one of real con-

troversy in the bodies associated with the

Tuesday, July 12, 1977

government, particularly the steering com-
mittee.

Let me read, Mr. Speaker, the letter from
the chairman of the steering committee to

the board of directors of Ontario Hydro,
dated May 18, 1977. I won't read the whole
letter, but I want to read pertinent parts of

it. He states:

"An advance copy of the local study
team recommendations"—he is referring here
to Peel, of course—"had been provided on
April 7, 1977, to the steering committee for
its prior examination so that the process
necessary for approval might be expedited.
Based on these reports the steering commit-
tee prepared a commentary, and following
established procedure submitted this to the
local study team on April 25, 1977.

"In so doing, the steering committee
afforded the local study team the oppor-
tunity of discussing the commentary prior to

formal submission to the board of Ontario

Hydro. In fact, the steering committee of-

fered to meet with the local study team if

so desired. However, it is also stated that

as no such request had been received by
May 9, both the commentary and the Peel

region reports will be forwarded in their

entirety to the board of Ontario Hydro.

"A meeting was initially requested by
the chairman of the local study team for

May 2 to indicate that its objective was to

seek a compromise which would be accept-

able to all parties. This meeting was subse-

quently cancelled by the vice-chairman of

the local study team who indicated there

was no further need for such a meeting. On
May 4, 1977, the Hon. James Taylor, Minis-

ter of Energy, announced that he concurred

with the recommendations of the local study

team and indicated that appropriate legis-

lation would be introduced early in the next

session of the Legislature. It is significant

that the Minister of Energy adopted in its

entirety the Peel local study team recom-

mendations without the benefit of the re-

port flowing through the approved channels.

A copy of this announcement is included

with this submission.

"Notwithstanding this announcement,
which embodies a concept that is in con-

flict with provincial guidelines, the steering
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committee in accordance with its terms of

reference as approved by the board of On-
tario Hydro submits herewith its commentary
and the local study team recommendations

for electrical utility restructuring in Peel

region. With the exception of recommen-
dations 2 and 3, the Peel local study team

report appears to be a copy of the Waterloo

local study team report. The essence of

recommendations 2 and 3 calls for the cre-

ation of two new utilities, one to serve the

city of Mississauga and the other the city

of Brampton. The town of Galedon would
retain the status quo, continuing to be served

by Ontario Hydro and the Bolton Hydro.
"The steering committee takes no exception

to the formation of new utilities in Brampton
and Mississauga. But to allow the town of

Caledon to remain as it is has very substantial

implications locally and in other areas under

study. The Peel report ignores the advantages
to the Caledon customers of an upper-tier

utility structure. Further, it denies the over

6,000 customers outside the Old Bolton boun-
daries of the initial advantages of a lower-

tier utility. It also denies the long-term ad-

vantages which would ensue through the

provision of a lower-tier organization to all

customers in the town. It does nothing to

resolve or lessen the existing disparity of rates

and service conditions.

"It must, therefore, be assumed that pres-
sure will continue to be applied from the

rural customers located on the periphery of

Old Bolton seeking a more favourable munic-

ipal rate. Therefore, the Peel local study team

report fails insofar as Caledon is concerned
in meeting either the principles or the guide-
lines of restructuring. Although the resource

group report indicates that there would be

advantages if a lower-tier utility was formed
in the town of Caledon, the Peel local study
fails to recognize this alternative.

"The steering committee can only con-

clude, without evidence to the contrary, that

the Peel local study team rejected all other

alternative solutions before selecting the re-

tention of the status quo in Caledbn, an
alternative which is contrary to government

policy as spelled out in the approved guide-
lines. The local study team's minutes and the

resource group report document that upper-
tier and lower-tier utility structures were
studied and found to be viable. The steering

committee, therefore, cannot accept the find-

ings of the Peel report as submitted as it

contains elements contrary to the steering
committee's terms of reference and the ap-
proved guidelines."

That's the end of that letter, Mr. Speaker.

So there was real conflict there. The steer-

ing committee submitted its 20-page com-

mentary almost totally critical of the study
team recommendations in Peel. The com-

mentary is also included here. Everyone will

be glad to hear that I am not going to quote
the whole thing, by any means, but I think

it is important to put some of it into the

record.

They say, for instance, that "historically the

development of municipal utilities was en-

couraged to the extent that legislation, section

68 of The Power Corporation Act, permitted
the establishment of utilities in high density

segments of townships which financially could

not afford an electrical utility for the total

municipality. In respect to the Peel proposal
on the retention of the Bolton service area

within the town of Caledon, it should be

noted that the aforementioned legislation was
amended in 1951 to no longer permit the

establisment of an isolated area within a

municipality nor the expansion of such an

area."

Further, this report states: "In addition

to the traditionally higher rates charged to

customers in the rural system there are other

differences between rural and municipal
customers which should be noted and con-

sidered, particularly in areas such as Caledon,
which seem willing to accept two authorities

supplying retail service within the one muni-

cipality."

It goes on to talk about the study and

says this: "It is unfortunate that the Peel

restructuring study did not include early

contact with the special public and com-

munity groups. Had there been a buildup
of information during the 16 months the

study was under way, there would likely

have been more interest shown in the public

participation process. The communications

process employed in Peel is deemed as in-

adequate to ensure satisfactory publicity and
a reasonable response from the public. It

appears to have been a question of too little,

too late with insufficient time for proper

planning and arrangements."

Finally, the report of the steering com-
mittee deals with the implications of the

Peel recommendations and says this: "Accep-
tance by Ontario Hydro and the provincial

government of the Peel recommendations,

particularly those relating to retention of the

status quo in Caledon, will have far-reaching
effects both locally and provincially."
The Peel report ignores the advantages

to the Caledon customers of an upper-tier

utility structure. Further, it denies the over

6,000 customers outside the Old Bolton

boundaries the initial advantages of a
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lower-Jier utility. It also denies the long-

term advantages which would ensue through
the provision of a lower-tier organization to

all customers in the town.

"It does nothing to resolve or lessen the

existing disparity of rates and service condi-

tions. It must therefore be assumed that

pressure will continue to be applied from the

rural customers, located on the periphery of

the Old Bolton seeking a more favourable

municipal rate.

Therefore, the Peel local study team report

failed insofar as Caledon is concerned in

meeting either the principles or the guide-
lines of restructuring. Although the resource

group report indicates that there would be

advantages if a lower-tier utility was
formed in the town of Caledon, the Peel

local study fails to recognize this alternative

and insofar as Caledon fails to meet either

the principles or the intent of restructuring.

"Lacking a rational or supportive data on

the recommendation for Caledon, the steer-

ing committee is of the opinion that to

accept this recommendation requires that

one of the basic ground rules for restructur-

ing be abandoned. The Peel report suggests
the high-density core areas of the region, be-

cause of antipathy towards upper-tier

services, are prepared to deny the more

sparsely populated sectors the advantages
of an upper-tier structure."

In summary, it says: "The steering com-
mittee can only conclude, without evidence

to the contrary, that the Peel local study
team rejected all other alternative solutions

before selecting the retention of the status

quo in Caledon, an alternative which is con-

trary to both the intent and letter of govern-
ment policy as spelled out in the approved
guidelines. The local study team's minutes

and the resource group report document that

upper-tier and lower-tier utility structures

were studied and found to be viable. The

steering Committee cannot accept the findings
of the Peel report as submitted, as it con-

tains elements contrary to the committee's

terms of reference and the approved guide-
lines."

That is a pretty clear indication of the

steering committees views of the local study
team's proposals for the restructuring in Peel.

A reply was sent on June 30 by Ontario

Hydro, signed by the chairman, Mr. R. B.

Taylor, to the Hon. James Taylor. It said, in

part—and I'm only going to quote part of it:

"At its meeting of June 13, 1977, the Hydro
board considered the attached report and
recommendations for restructuring electrical

distribution utilities in the regional munic-

ipality of Peel. You will note from the cover-

ing letter that the steering committee found
itself unable to endorse the findings of the

Peel report, as it contains elements contrary
to the committee's terms of reference in the

implementation of the guidelines for the

restructuring of municipal utilities, dated

February 11, 1975.

[8:15]

"The board agreed with the steering com-

mittee's position. Nevertheless, it directed

that in accordance with your announcement

of May 4, 1977, I forward the report to you.
As you know, this unusual situation raises

questions as to the manner in which re-

structuring is to be carried forward else-

where and as to the role of the steering

committee and the Hydro secretariat devoted

to this work. In this connection, I am en-

closing a copy of Mr. Baldwin's letter of

June 9, 1977, indicating the committee's

position."
The letter goes on to say: "In our view,

the original objectives, improved cost effec-

tiveness and fairness in the distribution of

electricity across the province, continue to

be most important. Unless we can continue

to work within a common set of guidelines

and procedures, effective progress is unlikely

and continuation of substantial expenditures

on this function will not be warranted in

excess of $1 million per year." Then they go
on further to make three recommendations,

the last of which says: "Subsequent restruc-

turing includes the entire area within estab-

lished municipal boundaries as a general

policy from there on in."

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, we have to

make a decision on Peel three days after

guidelines have been tabled, when there's

been no consultation with regard to this

major change in guidelines and where there

has been strong objections from the minis-

ter's own steering committee and from On-

tario Hydro. Granted that it may be said this

bill incorporates the local wishes—and I

don't deny that, these are the local wishes

perhaps of the majority of people—and

granted that it can be said there's need to

deal with it now so that it can be imple-

mented at the first of next year, however, I

question that if it was so important then it

should have been dealt with and tabled last

spring.
It may even be said that this policy is a

good one. I'm not sure at this time whether

the change is good or bad.

Mr. Grossman: More or less.

Mr. Kennedy: Ask the minister.

Mr. Mackenzie: Are you going to trust

him?
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Mr. Grossman: Read the debate.

Mr. Swart: It can be reviewed every three

years, and that's one of the problems. The
bill says a municipality shall review it every
three years. I suggest that doesn't mean
very much. One might even say now that

the steering committee and Ontario Hydro
perhaps have moderated their objection but
if it is moderated, it's only moderated to a

minimum degree. I can say with absolute

assurance that what we have here is a

fundamental change in principle that ought
to have adequate debate and ought to have

adequate consultation before we are dealing
with it here.

The precedent, effectively adopting the

new guidelines, can really put all of the

restructuring back to square one because
if we permit one, two or more distribution

services within the municipality, then the

government could lift the freeeze on Niag-
ara, as an example, and everything would
be exactly the way it was eight years ago
before it put the freeze on. What I'm saying
is that surely we in this opposition should
have the right, even if the minister didn't

want it, of time to consult, to examine thor-

oughly and to present the views and to hear

and present the views of the steering com-
mittee and the Ontario Hydro to our
caucuses. I just say that I think this is a

deplorable way of conducting the public
business.

I

Mr. Kennedy: I would like to speak briefly
to this. The existing legislation provides that

any change in the utilities' structure would
be made—the terminology is "at the pleasure
of the minister." This means it can go on and
on and on with great difficulty, not knowing
when and if changes will be made and, if

they are, whether they would encompass the
whole area or one section of the Peel region.

As a former commissioner of our local

utilities commission, I have some knowledge
and understanding of this and of the numer-
ous meetings that have taken place over

many years in preparation for the stage that

we find ourselves at now.

I would agree with the hon. member, be-
cause it's a fact, there has been some vari-

ation from the steering committee report. I

don't think in the overall that this is a major
thing to get ourselves all exercised about.

There has been no imposition of legislation

to restructure Peel—there wasn't when re-

gional government was established, despite
what we might hear from others.

Mr. Mackenzie: Was it in Hamilton-Went-
worth?

Mr. Kennedy: I wasn't talking Hamilton-

Wentworth; that is apart from the principle
of the bill.

This restructuring was worked out by mu-
tual agreement through a lot of hard work

by interested individuals. The bill provides
for sound administration of hydro affairs. I

think this is the overriding theme. The prin-

ciple is here for a commission to be renewed

periodically and through democratic fashion,

either through election or by the people of

the various municipalities. This is much
better than it is now. Again, I say, this is

overriding.

There can be changes to this legislation as

time goes on, as the areas mature, as the

transitional period takes place and, over a

few years, periodically, as is necessary, these

changes can be made.

I'm particularly pleased that there has

been provided in the legislation a transitional

period. I'm pleased also with the makeup of

the commissions, with the provision for re-

placement in democratic fashion, as I say,

either through election or appointment in the

years ahead.

In our own area in Mississauga, I'm par-

ticularly pleased they took into account the

existing three utilities—Mississauga, the

former Toronto Township, Port Credit and
Streetsville. I think it's been very thoughtfully
done when there's provision made for a com-
missioner to come from Port Credit and
from Streetsville; the others can be from

Mississauga or over the whole area. I think

it's been very well put together. It will make
for equity across the area, across the Peel

region over the years ahead.

It's high time this was introduced. I com-
mend the minister for bringing it forward.

I'm glad we had the extra day or two in the

House here which gave us the opportunity
to bring this bill forward. I'm glad it's in

place; we'll have time now for the commis-
sions to go to work and be prepared when
it comes into effect. I commend the minister

and the commissions for bringing it forward.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: May I, first of all,

thank the member for Waterloo North (Mr.

Epp) for his very constructive overview, the

perspective he has put on on this bill-

Mr. Sweeney: We have the best ones over

here.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —and bringing to this

House his own personal experience and

expertise in regard to this whole matter of

restructuring a public utilities commission. I

know that he has personally served on a local

restructuring committee. I think the remarks
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and the overview that he has afforded the

House have been very helpful indeed.

There was some concern expressed by the

member for Waterloo North, which was

magnified somewhat by the member for

Welland-Thorold, and that was in connection

with the flexibility exercise in regard to the

principles as enunciated by Hogg.
Another matter of concern was whether

the commissioners should be appointed or

whether they should be elected by the people
at large. That has been a continuing prob-
lem. The relationship, as indicated in the

reference to the Robarts report and in that

respect again the consideration of special-

purpose bodies, as well as the ultimate re-

sponsibility of the local municipal council in

regard to those bodies, is certainly something
that has been debated for a number of de-

cades. It is an area that we considered care-

fully and left to the local council to

determine whether that would be by appoint-
ment or by election at the local level. I think

that's a fair resolution of that problem.

I would say to my friend from Welland-

Thorold that the material he read in his sub-

mission is not quite current, in that we did

indeed meet with the chairman of the steer-

ing committee on June 30, which was subse-

quent to the correspondence that was read.

We discussed these issues and, after describ-

ing what the problems were and the need

for some potential for flexibility, the chair-

man concurred and endorsed that deviation

or flexibility as manifested in a statement

that I made in the House on July 8.

Mr. Swart: It is not all happiness there.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Surely, if the hon.

member really has a commitment to indi-

vidual problems in his own community, he

will appreciate that there's a need for con-

sideration of those anomalies as they occur

throughout the province; he will concur that

there should not be a rigidity that frustrates

the implementation of an overall plan to re-

structure utilities commissions to make them
more equitable in terms of delivering

electrical power to the consumers in the

communities.

My friend from Welland-Thorold may
well think, whether one is dealing with

regional government or utilities commissions,
that these things should be imposed from
above. I disagree with that. I think it's

essential that you communicate with the

people who are going to be affected. If there

is some variation, if there is some minor de-

viation or flexibility, then all right, so be

it; let's accommodate the wishes of the

local people. I don't apologize for that.

Mr. Warner: The local people want you
to resign.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's got to be the

member for Scarborough-Ellesmere again.

It's the only word he knows. He's got a

limited vocabulary.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: It was for that reason

that I suggested this flexibility. The member
is right; it will apply to others. As a matter

of fact, I met with the delegation from the

Waterloo area to explain to them that we
were introducing this flexibility or openness
to give them a chance to review and recon-

sider the position they had taken, as mani-

fested in the earlier bill that was introduced

in this House. We gave them the oppor-

tunity to consider that maybe the rules have

changed a little bit and asked: "Now do you
want to proceed with this bill or do you not

want to proceed with this bill?" And they
were unanimously in favour of proceeding
with the bill.

[8:30]

I think that's a principle we will have to

apply right across this province, if we are

going to accomplish the restructuring that is

necessary. This has been going on for at least

two years, and the members will notice these

are the first two bills to come out of that. I

think that establishes something—that it is

necessary to be responsive to the local wishes.

It was for that reason-

Mr. McClellan: Stop while you are ahead.

Mr. Kerrio: Jim, we are going to pass it.

Mr. Warner: Is this better than being
useful?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —that I introduced those

changes and I certainly don't apologize for

that. That is a principle that I think we are

going to have to deal with. As a matter of

fact, it is a principle that the member for

Welland-Thorold himself wishes in terms of a

delegation that met with him in regard to the

need for some fresh approach or flexibility in

his own area.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole House.

WATERLOO ELECTRICAL
SERVICE AREAS ACT

Hon. J. A. Taylor moved second reading
of Bill 55, An Act to establish Electrical

Service Areas in the Regional Municipality of

Waterloo.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, I just want to com-
ment very briefly. My remarks that I made
earlier with respect to the Peel bill also apply
to this bill. I was pleased to be able to work
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on the restructuring committee, and my party

supports the bill.

Mr. Swart: Very briefly.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's a switch, that's

a switch.

iMr. Renwick: Will the member for St.

Andrew-St. Patrick get into his own seat

before he comments in this House?

Mr. Swart: As I have already stated, Mr.

Speaker, we very much support this bill in

principle.

There are two or three comments that I

want to make on the bill. I have a little con-

cern about the implementation of section

2(9) whereby the majority of the members
of any commission may not be members of

council. My concern is that the council that

beats the other council to the gun may be
able to appoint another member of council,
and then the other councils in that commis-
sion will not, because that will make a

majority of members of council. I would think

that some thought should be given to work-

ing that out so that a problem doesn't evolve

in that regard.

Recognizing what the Minister of Energy
said, I note that section 2(13) states the re-

muneration of the commissioners shall be

subject to the approval of Ontario Hydro.
When this is the first restructuring bill—or

perhaps the second if you count Peel—it

would seem to me that that authority should
have been left with the local municipalities
to let them determine, in the interests of

local autonomy, what the members of that

commission should receive.

Mr. Gregory: You have never been in Peel

—you would never know.

Mr. Davidson: The minister finished saying
the same thing.

Mr. Warner: Apologize for waking him up.

Mr. Swart: I think, Mr. Speaker, there may
be some difficulty in section 6(2) with regard
to the appointment of the auditors, where
there has to be unanimity. I think it might
have arrived at some procedure that would
have made it easier to appoint the auditors.

Finally, on both this bill and the previous
bill, I wonder why all full-time employees at

the time of the passing of the bill are not
taken care of, rather than just from January
1 of this year when they are assured of posi-
tions and to be considered in the new re-

structured utility.

Mr. Sweeney: Just once again like every-
one else I will speak very briefly. This bill

concerns my riding. I have three areas of the

riding that have been annexed to the city of

Kitchener since 1972-73 and have been pay-

ing a different hydro rate from the rest of the

city. The constituents in that area have made
it very clear to me they feel this is unfair.

This bill will resolve that particular injustice,

and I am quite happy to support it.

I am also reasonably sure that my consti-

tuents in Wilmot township will be equally

happy to see that the good citizens of

Kitchener will help them pay their hydro bills

and consequently, I'm happy to support that.

Mr. Speaker: Any other comments on this

bill? The hon. minister then.

An hon. member: Why don't you just

repeat the first speech?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The bill reflects the

will of the local people. I think generally

everyone is in support of the bill. The area

municipalities do indeed fix the compensation
in terms of payment of salaries to the com-
missioners. The effective date is January 1,

and all of the rights of the employees are

protected in the bill in terms of sick leave,

retirement benefits and so on.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading

on motion:

Bill 55, An Act to establish Electrical

Service Areas in the Regional Municipality of

Waterloo.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved second reading of

Bill 47, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to be quite brief in

commenting on this bill but I wanted to say

a couple of words on it. As the select com-

mittee on the Legislature and on the reports

of the fourth and fifth reports of the Camp
commission stated, the members are always

in an invidious position when it comes to

initiating increases in their own salary. There

has certainly been an enormous concern

about the salary position that members have

suffered. Obviously we welcome this bill,

even though we deplore the time that it

took, the four years that it took before this

bill was brought before the House.

I don't want to say it at length, but I

think that as far as members on this side of

the House are concerned we feel unhappy
and somewhat bitter about the attitude taken

by the Premier (Mr. Davis) in relation to

the members of the Legislature. During the
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1975 election campaign, the Premier made a

pledge about members' salaries. It was not—
the Globe to the contrary notwithstanding—
a pledge which was shared by the leaders of

the other two parties or by the other parties.

Despite the very difficult economic situation

in which members were put and despite the

very severe inflation which was just hitting
members very hard at that particular time,
the Premier chose to stick to his pledge to

the bitter end. I have to express for the

record regrets about that.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It was to his credit.

Mr. Cassidy: I think it was wrong to put
members under that kind of economic pres-
sure. There was a time when the Premier as

a member of the Legislature should have

acknowledged his responsibility and duty to

his fellow members of the Legislature, regard-
less of party, and should have been prepared
to admit that he made a mistake in taking
that particular pledge.

Mr. Gregory: He didn't make a mistake.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Gregory: You made the mistake.

Mr. Gassidy: I think it was wrong, for the

Premier-

Mr. Swart: It was all election promises.

Mr. Gassidy:—to take political shots at

members of the Legislature, and particularly
the member for Sudbury East (Mr. Martel)
and myself, when we quite legitimately and
as members of a select committee that was
chuged to look at the matter suggested in

December 1975 that interim adjustments
should be made, precisely so that members
would not be in the kind of situation that we
are in right now and so that we would not
come under the rather crushing impositions
of the Anti-Inflation Board as we are right
now.

I have to say that it is easier for people
in the cabinet or for people of private means
to have made the kind of judgement that the
Premier made. You have to bear in mind,
Mr. Speaker, that at least 56 of the 125 mem-
bers of the House do not have the benefits
of cabinet office or cabinet salaries, or other

perquisites and emoluments of this particular
place.

As the Hickling-Johnston consultants who
reported to our committee established, this is

a tough, difficult job, not the kind of job
which you grow rich in. It is a job with

incredibly long hours. It is a job which in-

volves undue and prolonged separation from

family and children, a lot of pressure and
risks, great effects on people's careers be-
cause of the interruption of careers from

being in this particular place, to the point
where I think it is fair to say that very few
people enter politics for rational reasons and
certainly not for the reasons of getting rich.

Mr. Kerrio: Speak for yourself.

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: The problem we now have,
and the need for a very substantial pay
adjustment now and in October, was origin-

ally created I am afraid by the Camp com-
mission because it failed to come to grips
with the problem of annual adjustments of

members' salaries. That is why, as we com-
mented, we are put into an invidious posi-
tion.

Mr. Gregory: You have asked for it for

two years, now you are apologizing.

Mr. Cassidy: It was particularly invidious

because the freeze on senior government offi-

cials' salaries lasted for only one year. The
drop in cabinet ministers' salaries lasted for

only one year. The base of category one on
the senior lists of executive salaries rose by
$6,000 between 1973 and 1976 while the

members' were frozen. The very senior level

of deputy ministers' rose also by $6,000 be-

tween 1973 and 1976, and if you want me
to read a couple of figures into the record to

show just where we stand right now, Mr.

Speaker, the average family income in the

province, after this pay increase and the one
seen for October, will still be higher than
what members are receiving.

As of April of this year for every male

employee of the Ontario government between
the ages of 35 and 55—and there are about

20,000 of them—if you took their average

salary from the cleaners and the mechanics
and the carpenters right up to the deputy
ministers, their average pay was about

$18,000, which is just a shade below what
members will be receiving if both of these

increases go through, and does not take into

account the overtime.

People who are in managerial, technical,

professional and confidential categories of

the Ontario government; that is people who
were in the classes excluded from the bar-

gaining groups and who do jobs that are

more directly comparable with those of

members, if they are male average $22,000,

and if they are female average $18,000.

There are about 13,900 of them overall, and

they average $21,500, or in other words,
the Ontario government pays to its civil

servants in the senior and much-less-than-

senior positions, which are deemed to be
outside of the bargaining groups, a salary

very substantially in excess of that which
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the members will get after this particular

pay increase.

The final point I would just put in about
that before moving on is that between 1969
and the present, members are moving from
a basic salary of $12,000 to one of $19,400,
for an increase of 60 per cent over a period
of eight years or thereabouts, assuming an
increase goes through in the fall. Over that

period of time the consumer price index has
increased by 71 per cent. The average wage
in Ontario has increased by 102 per cent.
The average emolument for people in the
House of Commons has increased by 114
per cent, and the average of members of the
Quebec National Assembly by 118 per cent.

If anybody feels that members are ripping
off the public I think they should look at
those particular facts - perhaps, in fact, talk
to some of the members who have had
heavy economic difficulties and gone into
debt and so on because of the situation into
which they have been put.
When the House leader introduced this

legislation a week ago he said there would
be a further adjustment in accordance with
the AIB rules in October. Obviously we wel-
come that. I was dismayed to hear that there
was a possibility of some pressure on the
government side for an increase for cabinet
ministers, which would be of a greater
amount than that for the private members.
As far as my party is concerned, we feel any
increase in October or November should be
exactly the same amount for every member
of the Legislature and there should be no
discrimination between private members and
cabinet ministers. That would be bitterly
opposed.

[8:45]

Although the House Leader was not ex-

plicit, we understand what his statement
means is that the government has accepted
the spirit and the principles of the select
committee's report and, therefore, the maxi-
mum amount available under the AIB rules
will be given to the members as of the bill

coming forward in October or thereabouts.
I want to say as well that the problem of

a mechanism for regular review, it seems to

me, has to be taken further than simply
making provision for a detailed and inde-
pendent review about adjustments as was
outlined in the Hous? leader's statement.
When our committee looked at this matter we
regretted the failure of the Camp Commis-
sion to come to grips with the problem. The
Hickling-Johnston committee made a very
conservative recommendation that the taxable

portion of members' salaries should be ad-

justed every year by an amount equal to the

lesser of the percentage increase in the con-
sumer price index or in the industrial com-
posite of the wage index for the province of
Ontario.

It is our feeling, effective October 1978,
which is the first anniversary from October
of this year, that automatic adjustment should
be built in, whether or not the government
intends also to have an independent review
mechanism to see whether a better review
formula can be found.

We believe we should never again be put
into the invidious position of having to come
publicly before politicians who may make
political capital of a difficult situation. We
believe, like the federal Parliament, the Que-
bec Parliament and a number of municipal
councils across the province, a mechanism
should be in place for regular annual adjust-
ment of MPPs' salaries so that even if they
have to be changed from time to time and re-

viewed from time to time they never again
get miles and miles behind an appropriate

salary level as had happened over the last

few years.

I want to close by recalling that our com-
mittee was disappointed in the recommmen-
dations of the Hickling-Johnston report. I

hope the House leader recognizes that and
I hope members of the Legislature are aware
of that as well. Hickling-Johnston recom-
mended a salary level rather higher than what
the members will be getting based on what

people could be expected to be earning in

the trades or professions at about the age of

•30. However, as the committee pointed out,

the average age of the members is 48. On
average, they've had about eight years of

legislative service and they have had many
years of related experience before they
entered politics. It does not seem appropriate
to relate their pay only to what is earned

by someone in the trades or professions at

the age of about 30.

As a committee, we could not agree with

the Hickling-Johnston consultants' report that

extra duties that were given to MPPs should

be rewarded by extra amounts, because we
found it very difficult to separate the basic

duties of an MPP from what Hickling-John-
ston considered were extra duties. The select

committee, on which all members of all

parties were represented unanimously rec-

ommended that the basic indemnity of On-
tario members should be comparable to that

which was given to members of the House
of Commons and the Quebec National As-

sembly. This is not a matter before us at this

time.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Was it unanimous?
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Mr. Eaton: That wasn't in the report.

Mr. Cassidy: That is in the report, yes.

The member for Middlesex was one of the

members who signed that particular report.

An hon. member: We didn't agree to that

report.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The hon.

member for Ottawa Centre only.

Mr. Cassidy: If I can read the report

signed by the member for Middlesex: "To
take another standard of comparison, the

committee believes that the basic indemnity
of Ontario members should be comparable
to that given members of the House of Com-
mons and the Quebec National Assembly
since the responsibilities and duties of elected

members in the three Houses are compar-
able."

That was signed by the then member for

Ottawa West (Mr. Morrow), the member
for Middlesex, the member for Parry Sound

(Mr. Maeck), the member for Sudbury East

and myself, as well as the member for St.

George (Mrs. Campbell) and the member for

Huron-Bruce (Mr. Gaunt). That is a matter

which will have to come before this House
at a later date. It is worth noting, however,
Mr. Speaker, if you look at what Ontario is

prepared to pay to its own civil servants—

and I'll just read one specific job application
that's available in Topical right now—it does

give one pause to think when you think of

the responsibilities borne by members of this

House.

This is an advertisement for an executive

director, services division, in the Ministry of

Transportation and Communications who is

required to provide executive direction to

four branch directors on the overall develop-
ment of the operating objectives and a long-
term policy for the division. He's to initiate,

review and approve the planning, organiza-
tion and procedural activities of the division,

and must have diversified experience in the

Ontario public service in progressively re-

sponsible, managerial positions. I don't even
know what the salary for that particular job
is. However, they're asking for people to

applv who are currently earning in excess of

$35,000.

I don't even want to advocate whatever
we should do in the long run. We agree with
the bill right now and we deplore the time
it has taken. We hope an automatic adjust-

ment feature will be added to it in the fall

and we trust the government will adhere to

its commitment to follow the recommenda-
tions and the principles of the select com-
mittee report and the Hickling-Johnston

report when the second half of this legisla-

tive package is advanced in the fall.

Mr. Germa: Mr. Speaker, I know how in-

hibited any elected member is when speaking
to his own wage adjustment. I have had to

face this predicament at three levels of gov-
ernment—at the municipal level, at the federal

level and now at the provincial level. I know
there is a great inhibition among elected

people to adjust their own wages, and this

particular adjustment is doubly complicated

by the inhibitions of the Anti-Inflation Board

which are presently in effect in Canada. Con-

sequently, we are plagued with not only the

decisions we have to make for ourselves but

also having to make decisions that are ac-

ceptable to the Anti-Inflation Board.

I understand the present wage adjustment
of some $2,200 in direct payout and $200 in

fringe benefits is within the guidelines of the

Anti-Inflation Board and nothing I say should

be misconstrued to mean that I do not accept
the inhibitions as dictated by the Anti-Infla-

tion Board. I accept totally that we have a

responsibility in Canada to control the infla-

tionary trend, and I'm willing to do my part.

What I am concerned about is that there

are people in other sectors of society who are

not doing their part. I think it would be good
for the members and for this House generally

and maybe the people of Ontario if they

were to understand what is going on in the

executive branch of the industrial sector and

just to compare what we are doing here to-

night with what has happened in the in-

dustrial sector.

I happen to have before me certain wage
increases which were granted, presumably
with permission of the Anti-Inflation Board,

to various executive officers in large corpora-

tions in Canada in the year 1976. I would

like to put them on the record so that each

and every member can compare what he is

doing here tonight and what has been hap-

pening in industry.

The figures I have are from company
reports filed with the Securities and Exchange
Commission in Washington DC. These figures

are not published publicly in Canada. That's

another strange thing about Canada—that the

executives do not have to publish their in-

comes. But because these are subsidiary com-

panies to American parent corporations they

have to file in Washington, DC, and conse-

quntly the figures are public in the United

States but they are not in Canada.

The first one I would like to ment'on. one

of th° great inflation fighters in Canada, is

from Mclntyre Mines Limited, Toronto—P. A.

Cain, the vice-president of operations. His
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salary in 1975 was $49,720; in 1976 his

salary was $75,208, for an increase of $25,488
or 51.3 per cent.

Mr. Kerrio: That just proves you should

go to work for Mclntyre.

Mr. Grossman: That was a bad year.

Mr. Germa: I would ask, how does a wage
increase like that in Canada conform to the

$2,400 maximum guidelines, as enunciated by
the Anti-Inflation Board? How did that con-

form with the 10 per cent figure that was
in effect as of 1976?

Rio Algom Limited, Toronto; George R.

Albino, president: in 1975 he was earning

$152,533; in 1976 he earned $180,000 for an
increase of $27,468 or 18 per cent.

I would ask the Treasurer of Ontario

(Mr. McKeough), as a person signatory to the

Anti-Inflation Board agreement, if he could

possibly get the rationale for these increases.

How does it happen when we know that

the maximum allowable is $2,400, last year
it was a 10 per cent increase, that we see

people walking away with a $27,000 increase?

Pacific Petroleums Limited, Calgary; A. M.
Mcintosh, executive vice-president: 1975

salary, $71,030; 1976 salary, $101,402; an
increase of $30,372 or 42.8 per cent.

Mr. Grossman: That was a bad year.

Mr. Wildman: His productivity went up
a lot.

Mr. Germa: I can understand why I'm dis-

illusioned with the Anti-Inflation Board, but
I don't think anyone here should feel in-

hibited about voting for the bill tonight.

Mr. Grossman: When your productivity
goes up, you get a raise too.

Mr. Germa: The government has willingly

complied with the Anti-Inflation Board guide-
lines. I understand this bill is going to re-

ceive unanimous consent. All of us here are

inflation fighters compared to this gang in the
industrial sector. But have they any concern
for Canada's financial circumstances?

Mr. Cassidy: None.

Mr. Germa: It appears not.

Mr. Warner: Corporate welfare bums.

Mr. Germa: Here's one we all know. Im-
perial Oil Limited, Toronto; John Armstrong,
president and chairman: 1975 salary,

$234,333; 1976 salary, $251,600; an increase
of $17,267.

Mr. Grossman: That is not even 10 per
cent.

Interjections.

Mr. Germa: Let me give just a few more,
Mr. Speaker. I hope you'll have patience
with me, but I think it's wise to compare

and understand what is going on in Canada
on this night in 1977. This is the only way
we can decide. We have to compare our

income, what we are taking out of society,
with what other people are taking from

society.

Mr. Ashe: Four dollars an hour.

Mr. Germa: Kaiser Resources Limited;

Edgar Kaiser Jr., president: 1975 salary,

$206,637; 1976 salary, $267,000; an increase

of $60,360 or 29.2 per cent. How does that

happen?
Mr. Ruston: What about Claire Hoy's

salary?

Mr. Kerrio: What about Claire J. Hoy?
Mr. Germa: Massey-Ferguson Limited—we

all know that outfit—Albert Thornborough,
president: 1975 salary, $353,833; 1976

salary, $373,833; an increase of $20,000.
The best one I've saved for the last—the

greatest inflation fighter in Canada. Wait
until you hear this one. Genstar Limited,

Montreal; Ross Turner, president and chief

executive officer: 1975 salary, $101,767; 1976

salary, $124,700; an increase of $23,993 or

23.8 per cent.

But that is not all that Mr. Turner received

in 1976. Mr. Turner received an incentive.

His incentive in 1975 was $59,590; his 1976
incentive was $100,184, for an increase of

$40,594 or 68.1 per cent. The total increase

in wages for Mr. Turner between 1975 and
1976 was 91.9 per cent. Is it any wonder
that I'm disillusioned with the Anti-Inflation

Board?
I think no one here tonight should feel

inhibited—

An hon. member: We're not.

Mr. Germa: —by accepting the $2,400
which is coming to us.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 47, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

[9:00]

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY RETIREMENT
ALLOWANCES AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. Welch moved second reading of

Bill 48, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Retirement Allowances Act, 1973.

(Mr. Breithaupt: With respect to the

changes to The Legislative Assembly Retire-
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ment Act, there were several which had been
suggested some months ago, so that survivor
benefits particularly—

Mr. Reid: None of them ever got in the
bill.

Mr. Eaton: Not much benefit to you any-
way, Pat. You would have to get married.

Mr. Breithaupt:—would be reviewed, with
the hopes that there could be some benefits

for members in the House. As well, certain

changes with respect to other pension and
survivors' benefits appear in the Act. There
is one item which I would refer to the gov-
ernment House leader with respect to the

formula for the calculation of the allowance.
It was my understanding that it was the

intention that members who had not run

again in the last election campaign and who,
as a result, were not able to benefit from the

proposed salary increases that are now some
four years in coming before us, would have
the understanding that they would at least

benefit from the increased percentage base
in the calculations for their own particular
pensions.

I understand from the government House
leader that he has received comments from
the legislative counsel with respect to the
third section of this bill, which is the matter
of the bill coming into force on the day in
which it receives royal assent. It is my under-

standing, Mr. Speaker, that we are agreed
that these changes in the percentage for the
base upon which the average pension is pay-
able are meant to be in effect as of this fiscal

year, commencing April 1, 1977. That change,
in my view, would ensure that this increasing
percentage for the second 10 years of service
would be available to those members to
whom it could apply who did not seek re-

election or who were defeated in the cam-
paign. I believe there are some 12 members
involved.

I would like the acknowledgement by the

government House leader that that is cer-

ta'nly the intention of the bill, so that if any
difficulty should arise because of the passage
of the bill in its present form we could then
attend to whatever change might be neces-
sary' in order to accommodate the under-

standing that we all have on this matter.

Mr. Renwick: I don't pretend for a moment
to have any mathematical ability to deal with
the retirement provisions for the members,
but the point which has been raised by the
House leader for the Liberal Party certainly
strikes a responsive chord in myself and, I'm
sure, in other members of the caucus.

I'm not certain about the interpretation
and I don't believe this is the particular point

in time when we should be too concerned
about the interpretation if it is understood
that the reference to "former members" as it

is set out in the bill refers to all former mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly and, in fact,
covers those members who, for one reason or

another, are not members of the assembly
during the 31st Parliament.

I want to make a further point in con-
nection with it. I find it a little bit difficult,
I guess, to discern what are matters agreed
among the House leaders and what are
matters agreed within the assembly. But I

think it's extremely important that the com-
mittee which I believe is to be appointed,
representative of the three parties objectively
and in a non-partisan way—because I can't
concede that it could be other than that-
which will deal with these matters should not

only deal with those former members of the

assembly who, for one reason or another,
were members of the 30th Parliament but
are not members of the 31st Parliament. It

should look also into the question of the pen-
sion allowances which are available to those
former members of the assembly who were
members of previous Parliaments. In some
way or another, I think we have to come to

grips with upgrading generally the pensions
of former members of the assembly who were
here at times when both the remuneration
and the pension arrangements were less than

satisfactory. I believe that would meet with

agreement among all members of all of the

parties. I would certainly commend that to

the committee which I believe is going to

study these matters with a view to making a
more formal presentation with respect to

retirement allowances.

Mr. Grossman: My father will be happy to

hear that.

Ms. Cigantes: Yes, won't he, eh?

Mr. Renwick: I wasn't thinking specifically
of the predecessor of the member for St.

Andrew-St. Patrick. I think he will be able
to get along quite well. As a matter of fact,

he is feeling quite well and we can always
make an exception by way of exclusion of

him from any general amendment which we
may pass in the assembly.

Mr. Grossman: You wouldn't do that.

Mr. Conway: The family compact runs

very deep.

Mr. Renwick: I am speaking of some
former members who did not happen to be
members of the governing party in the

province-

Mr. Grossman: Vern Singer.
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Mr. Renwick:—and some members of the

governing party who didn't happen to be in

favour with the ruling elite in the governing

party at the time and, therefore, had to sub-

sist simply upon the retirement arrangements
which were made for what we call the ordi-

nary members of the assembly, using the

phrase in very much the same way in the

Anglican church as we use the phrase, "The
Book of Common Prayer." That is, the com-
mon members of the assembly, those who
subsist upon the basic emoluments set out in

The Legislative Assembly Act and not upon
any other of the emoluments that accrue to

those who belong to the family compact that

have ruled the province for so long in the

province of Ontario.

Interjections.

Mr. Renwick: But I want to say that we
do agree with the thrust of the comments
made by the House leader for the official

opposition. I hope someone in the govern-
ment benches will be able to confirm that the
members of the 30th Parliament who are not
members of the 31st Parliament will have the

benefit of these amendments. I would hope
that the members of the committee which is

ultimately charged with responsibility of

making recommendations to the Chairman of

Management Board for presentation to ca-
binet for approval, because they will have
had the benefit of the agreement of all mem-
bers of all three parties, will take into account
the needs of the former common members
of the Legislative Assembly, regardless of
when they sat in this particular House.

•Mr. Nixon: I hope the good Lord and the

people of Brant-Oxford-Norfolk are going to

co-operate so that I will not have an immedi-
ate and personal interest in the provisions of

this amendment for some time. But I do
want to say that section 3, which was re-

ferred to by my colleague from Kitchener,
which says the Act shall come into force the

day it receives royal assent, does concern me.
The House leader for the government party
is now resuming his seat and it may be that

he will be able to reassure us that the provi-
sions of this amendment will apply to the

members of the previous Legislature as they
do to this.

Frankly, I am very much concerned that

such an assurance might only be effective

as it pertains to section 2, that is, for survivor

rights and not to the basis of the calculation

of the pension. When we think that our col-

leagues from the previous Legislature who
are no longer with us have served almost

exactly as we have served, minus about 11

days of work, or whatever it is we do here

in this Legislature, it would seem eminently
sensible for this bill to go to committee and
for section 3 to be amended, as I believe

would be reasonable, indicating that the Act
comes into force not on the day that it re-

ceives royal assent but at the beginning of

this fiscal year, April 1, 1977. I would hope
that the House leader will take steps to see

that that amendment is brought forward.

Mr. Cassidy: I subscribe to the remarks
made by the two preceding speakers. I just

wanted to put into the record the comments
of the select committee on the fourth and
fifth reports of the Camp commission as they
related to the matter of pensions.

Pensions were not strictly speaking within

our terms of reference but we still managed
to squeeze in a reference or so to them. We
believe that both the pension plan and sever-

ance benefits should be reviewed. We argued
that the pension should be adjusted to meet
current needs and should be based solely on
the basic indemnity.
One of the major feelings that the com-

mittee had, one of the major conclusions

which members of all parties on the com-
mittee came to, was that we will not get an

adequate pension arrangement for the com-
mon members of the Legislature, as the

member for Riverdale puts it, until every

person in this House is put on the same
basis. However, so long as the pension is

basically determined by members of the

cabinet who are working from an average
annual income base roughly double that of

the ordinary members of the Legislature, the

backbenchers, it does not seem possible or

likely that anything adequate will be done
in order to look after members, particularly

when one bears in mind the rather wearing
nature of the job and the loss in career pros-

pects for people who leave this place in their

forties or early fifties and can no longer
resume the kind of careers they could have

had if they had remained in private life and
out of public service.

We also suggested that the government
of Ontario make the necessary request to

the federal authorities to have the exclusion

of members from the Canada Pension Plan

ended. I commend that to the House leader.

That's something that the government, by

agreement with the other House leaders,

could do over the course of the summer. The
exclusion of Ontario MPPs from the Canada
Pension Plan—and we are one of the very
few groups of employees in the entire country
v/hich are thus excluded—was a quixotic

feature of that federal legislation when it was

put in, at the behest, I believe, of Leslie

Frost or else John Robarts many years ago.
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It is quite unsuited, it seems to me, to the

current nature of the work and the way in

which one trusts that the members of the

Legislature will come into this place and then

go back to private life from time to time. It

is wrong that those CPP benefits should not

be accruing during the time we are working
here. It is wrong particularly for people who
may find severe losses, not because of the

pension plan here, but because of what they
lose on the CPP.

Finally, although this is slightly out of

order, the committee concluded that sever-

ance benefits should apply equally to mem-
bers who do not seek re-election as well as

to those who are defeated. All of those

matters I believe should come before the

tri-party committee. I would hope on behalf

of the NDP in this Legislature that these

matters are not allowed to die, but that the

question of this bill, The Legislative Assembly
Retirement Allowances Act, is reopened once

again for adequate treatment for the members
when we resume in the fall.

Mr. Reid: I don't rise to speak on the sec-

tions dealing with spouse or survivor benefits.

I can assure you that there is no conflict of

interest in my particular instance, Mr.

Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There's no grey hair.

Mr. Reid: They will have to offer quite a

bit before it becomes an incentive, I'll tell

you.
I would like to bring two matters to the

attention of the government in regard to

pensions. I would be willing to put amend-
ments tonight, if the House leader would

accept them. I am sure he would with the

grace and charm that he usually accepts these

matters. One is that I think in the review
that takes place the formula for receiving
one's pension should be looked at. If I recall

correctly, the present formula is that age plus

years of experience must equal 60.

Mr. Deans: Years of service. Experience
doesn't enter into it.

Mr. Reid: Pardon me, years of service plus

age must equal 60. I say with some large
amount of self-interest, I suppose, that it

puts some of us at a very strong disadvantage,

particularly those of us who entered the

House at a relatively early age and who may
leave the House at a relatively early age. Age
only chronologically, not otherwise, I would

say. We all draw upon our own experience.

An hon. member: You are still young.
Mr. Stokes: You are complaining of imma-

turity, is that it?

Mr. Reid: I was involved in a business in

my riding which I had to give up because of

my involvement here. My riding being 1,200
miles away, I wasn't able to continue my in-

volvement in that business, to some financial

detriment. And I think that's one of the—

Interjections.

[9:151

Mr. Reid: I'm getting a lot of help here.

Mr. Breithaupt: Then what did the sheriff

say?

Mr. Nixon: It's monkey business.

Mr. Reid: In any case, it is a little difficult

for most members to continue in another
career or business and be present here.

Mr. Breithaupt: Did your business drop
off? Is that what you're trying to tell us?

Mr. Reid: I hope that one didn't get into

Hansard.

Hon. iMr. Snow: Explain yourself, Pat. Ex-

plain yourself.

Mr. Reid: The other thing I'd like to bring
to the government House leaders attention

is the fact that there should be written into

the formula for—

Mr. Breithaupt: Northerners.

Mr. Reid: —for the number of elections

that a person goes through. And I say this on
behalf of the members who were first elected

in 1975-

Mr. Renwick: You are talking nonsense.

Mr. Reid: Well, I've been listening to the

hon. member; I'm afraid he finally got

through to me and my brain has become

warped like his, so I probably am talking

nonsense. If the hon. member had been in

the House and listened to his two colleagues
this afternoon, he would be talking nonsense

as well.

Mr. Speaker: Will the hon. member please
continue his remarks?

Mr. Renwick: You mean how fortunate we
are to have you here?

Mr. Reid: Yes, you are. I didn't think you

appreciated it

I say this, Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the

members who were first elected in 1975, then

have had to go through another election in

1977, who may very well have to go through
another election within one year or possibly

two or three years. In fact, it's a mathe-

matical possibility they may have gone

through three elections and still not have

reached that figure of five years, I believe,

before they are able to collect something on

their pension. I think that is a consideration

that also should be taken into account.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I appreciate having the

benefit of the advice shared by the other
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members, Mr. Speaker. I think the principal

concern is with respect to the effective date

of this legislation. I can only share with

members of the House a memorandum which
I have received from the legislative counsel;

v/e had consulted with him earlier today on

this particular point because we were anxious

to give effect to the concerns which have

already been expressed.
The change in formula, I am advised, comes

into effect on royal assent. It will then affect

all who come under part II of the Act to

which this is an amendment; that is, those

who are referred to in section 15 of the Act.

If I could then make reference to section 15

of the Act, it says that this part applies to a

member who becomes a member after the

date this Act comes into force, which is Oc-

tober 1, 1973, and to any member who was
a member on that day and elects to contri-

bute under this part.

If that opinion is to be properly trans^

lated, it would appear that it goes back far

beyond April 1, the beginning of this fiscal

year, and really applies to all who have be-

come members of the plan under their elec-

tion as of October 1, 1973.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for third reading.

THIRD READING

The following bill was given third reading
on motion:

Bill 48, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Retirement Allowances Act.

PEEL MUNICIPALITY HYDRO-
ELECTRIC SERVICE ACT

House in committee of the whole on Bill

56, An Act to provide for Municipal Hydro-
Electric Service in the Regional Municipality
of Peel.

Section 1 agreed to.

On section 2:

Hon. J. A. Taylor: It has been pointed out

to me, Mr. Chairman, that in subsection 5
of section 2 there is a typographical error.

The reference is to the Brampton Public

Utility Commission; it should be the Bramp-
ton Hydro-Electric Commission.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor moves that

section 2(5) of the bill be amended by
striking out "Public Utility" in the fourth

line and inserting in lieu thereof "Hydro-
Electric."

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Renwick: Mr. Chairman, the reason I

asked the bill be put into committee is that

I was unable to follow through the sequence
of sections dealing with the town of Caledon,
insofar as they affect the employees of On-
tario Hydro who are members of the Cana-
dian Union of Public Employees. The provi-
sions to which I refer are section 2(4),
section 3(3), subsections 10, 11 and 12 of

section 3; and finally section 6(3).

In the course of the provisions made for

the transition, if the town of Caledon decides

on the utility system set out under this re-

structuring bill, there appears to be some

difficulty in determining whether or not the

presently employed Ontario Hydro employees
are covered through those transitional pro-

visions.

I did have an opportunity of speaking with

the minister's advisers about this. I am
assured, and I would like to have the min-

ister's assurance, that section 3(10) of the

bill protects these employees. The subsection

states that "The council of the town of

Caledon may by bylaw direct the Caledon

Hydro-Electric Commission to commence the

distribution and supply of power, on a day

specified by the council, in all areas of Cale-

don supplied with power by Ontario Hydro
pursuant to subsection 3, and on the day
specified, subsections 8 and 9"—and I empha-
size "and section 6 apply with necessary

modifications."

Would this mean that the employees of

Ontario Hydro at that time would be p ro-

tected by the various transfer provisions in

section 6 of the bill?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The reference in section

3(10) makes section 6, which deals with the

transfer of employees, apply with the neces-

sary modifications at the time of transfer. I

think the concern is that there is a provision

in the bill providing for a subsequent review

within three years of the balance of the town

of Caledon, and at that time a determination

may be made to transfer into the utilities

commission those employees who in Hie

meantime have been employees of the On-
tario Hydro. The intention is to give them
the same benefits as employees who are trans-

ferred initially into what is known as the

Bolton PUC.
I can assure my friend from Riverdale that

he is correct in the interpretation that has

been given to him by my legal counsel, and

I would like to reaffirm that for the record.

Mr. Renwick: I take it then, Mr. Chair-

man, what the minister is saying is that the

employees in the Ontario Hydro system
within the area to be served by the town of

Caledon will have the same protection as the

Hydro employees who become employees of
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the commission established by the bill for

the city of Brampton and for the city of

Mississauga, despite the difference in time at

which that event may occur?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Precisely. The only
difference is the time in which that transfer

takes place.

Section 2, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 3 to 5, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 6:

Mr. Swart: Mr. Chairman, I just wanted
to pursue reading the issue further that I

raised with the minister on second reading.
It involves the designation date for the em-

ployees to whom they must offer employment,
which is January 1, 1977. I'm talking about

section 6(2).
It's my understanding that the present

commissions have been reluctant to hire addi-

tional employees. I understand there have
been a few employees taken on since January
1, 1977. I'm just wondering why the date of

January 1 was arbitrarily picked. I realize we
have to pick some arbitrary date but why
wouldn't it be at the date of the passing of

the bill that all full-time employees would
have protection, rather than just those who
had been hired previous to January 1, 1977?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The first of the year
has been picked as the date for the vesting
and the transfer of the assets and it is the

cutoff date that has been chosen.

Interjection.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. There seems
to be some unnecessary noise in the chamber,
probably from some necessary conversations.

I wonder if the other members could keep
their conversations to a minimum.

Mr. Swart: I am aware, Mr. Chairman,
that December 31, 1977, or January 1, 1978,
is the day of the vesting and the day that the

change officially is made. But I am referring
to January 1 of this year, the date estab-

lished when employees must have 'been hired

prior to that time before they have any
guarantee that they will be taken into the

new system. I would just like to know why
that date was picked?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I could get that infor-

mation. But what it basically provides is that

they have to have been employees for a year

prior to the transfer. I think that's the point
that you are making there.

Mr. Swart: Why not make it the date of

the passing of the bill—full-time employees
at that time?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I think that's the recom-

mendation that is carried through from the

Hogg report. May I read recommendation
8.3: "If the new electively chosen commis-
sion shall offer employment to any person
formerly employed by a municipal corpora-

tion, commission or Ontario Hydro and who
is and designated by that previous employer
as having been continuously employed in tin-

distribution and supply of power within the

designated area for at least one year immedi-

ately prior to the date the utility was estab-

lished." So I guess the requirements for some
connection or association for a period of a

year flows from that report.

Mr. Bounsall: On section 6(4), with the

effective date of transfer being January 1, I

v/ould like to ask the minister why it is that

the salary commencing on that transfer date
is a wage or salary not less than he was

making nine months before that transfer date.

Why is it nine months? All the other bene-
fits outlined in that section 6 refer to the day
before—the group life insurance, the sick

leave and so on—yet when it comes to salaries

it's nine months before.

Does the minister know that there are to

be no salary increases at all between April
1 of this year and the end of the year for

any and all of those employees affected in

the city of Brampton, the city of Mississauga
and the town of Caledon? If that is the case,

if there are no cost of living adjustments to

come in or there are no salary increases

between April 1 and December 31 of this

year, then I can understand why, with the

31st being the last day referred to before the

transfer takes place, we can backdate it nine

months. But I can't understand why that is

to be no less than what it was nine months

previously if there is any possibility of salary

increases pertaining, because it would allow

the restructured municipal hydro-electric

services, however they are called, to pay the

salaries as of April 1, rather than the in-

creases which have pertained in the interim.

[9:30]

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Again, some criteria have

to be provided. The hon. member mentioned

nine months, and I suppose that's the normal

gestation period, but again I would refer

him to the Hogg report in recommendation

8.4, which I will quote:

"Any person who accepts employment with

a new utility shall be entitled for a period of

one year from the date the new supply

authority was established to receive a wage
or salary of not less than that to which he

was entided in the ninth month prior to the

termination of his employment with his previ-

ous employer."

May I say that all of these matters have

been reviewed very thoroughly with the bar-
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gaining agent. It's not something that is being

imposed on the employees unilaterally; it's

something that's been arrived at, and I think

that all the parties involved are happy with

this.

Mr. Bounsall: I take it then that the

minister is assuring the House that that date

of April I, as the Act reads, is a date agree-
able to all the bargaining agents concerned

and all the employees in those three munic-

ipalities. They are happy to accept that that's

the way it works out—salaries or wages for

their employees as of April 1 of this year.

Is that what the minister is assuring us?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: That is my understand-

ing of it, yes.

Section 6 agreed to.

Sections 7 to 10, inclusive, agreed to.

Bill 56, as amended, reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee of the whole House reported1 one bill

with a certain amendment.

THIRD READING
The following bill was given third reading

on motion:

Bill 56, An Act to provide for Municipal

Hydro-Electric Service in the Regional
Municipality of Peel.

CONCURRENCE IN SUPPLY

Resolutions for supply for the following
ministries were concurred in by the House:

Provincial Secretary for Social Development;

Ministry of Housing;

Ministry of Education; and

Ministry of Energy.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That bring us to a very

happy point in the proceedings, Mr. Speaker.

Only one thing remains to stand in the way
of our summer recess and that is, I would
now go to get His Honour the Administrator

and bring him in for royal assent. I would
hope that most members would feel com-

pelled to stay until such time as His Honour
the Administrator has come and left the

chamber.

The Administrator of the Province of

Ontario entered the chamber of the Legisla-
tive Assembly and took his seat upon the

throne.

ROYAL ASSENT

Hon. G. A. Gale (Administrator of the

Province of Ontario): Pray be seated.

Mr. Speaker: May it please Your Honour,
the Legislative Assembly of the province has,

at its present sitting thereof, passed certain

bills to which, in the name of and on behalf

of the said Legislative Assembly, I respect-

fully request Your Honour's assent.

Clerk Assistant: The following are the

titles of the bills to which Your Honour's
assent is prayed:

Bill 21, An Act to establish The Ministry
of Northern Affairs.

Bill 47, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Bill 48, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Retirement Allowances Act, 1973.

Bill 55, An Act to establish Electrical

Service Areas in the Regional Municipality
of Waterloo.

Bill 56, An Act to provide for Municipal

Hydro-Electric Service in the Regional

Municipality of Peel.

Bill 3, An Act to require the Essex County
Board of Education to provide a French-

language Secondary School.

Bill 5, An Act to amend The Income Tax
Act.

Bill 6, An Act to amend The Ontario Un-
conditional Grants Act, 1975.

Bill 7, An Act to amend The Succession

Duty Act.

Bill 8, An Act to authorize the Raising of

Money on the Credit of the Consolidated

Revenue Fund.
Bill 9, An Act respecting the Registration

of Venture Investment Corporations.
Bill 10, An Act to amend The Tobacco Tax

Act.

Bill 11, An Act to provide Employment
Opportunities for Youth in Ontario.

Bill 12, An Act to amend The Retail

Sales Tax Act.

Bill 13, An Act to amend The Land Trans-

fer Tax Act, 1974.

Bill 14, An Act to amend The Land

Speculation Tax Act, 1974.

Bill 15, An Act to amend The Corporations
Tax Act, 1972.

Bill 16, An Act to amend The Gift Tax

Act, 1972.

Bill 17, An Act to amend The Motor

Vehicle Fuel Tax Act.

Bill 19, An Act to amend The Highway
Traffic Act.

Bill 20, An Act to amend The Motorized

Snow Vehicles Act, 1974.

Bill 23, An Act to provide for the Transfer

of Services relating to Children.

Bill 24, An Act to amend The Personal

Property Security Act.

Bill 26, An Act to amend The Legislative

Assembly Act.

Bill 45, An Act to amend The Farm Pro-

ducts Payments Act.
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Clerk of the House: In Her Majesty's name, wish all members a very pleasant summer
the Honourable the Administrator doth break.

assent to these bills. XM ^ .

on n ui a. aj • i- *
Mr* Conway: Are you going to summer

The Honourable the Administrator was camr) Rob?
pleased to retire from the chamber.

'

Hon. Mr. Welch: It has been a very brief On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch the House
but very productive session, Mr. Speaker, I adjourned at 9:45 p.m.

CONTENTS

Tuesday, July 12, 1977

Peel Municipal Hydro-Electric Service Act, Mr. J. A. Taylor, second reading 763

Waterloo Electrical Service Areas Act, Mr. J. A. Taylor, second reading 767

Third reading 768

Legislative Assembly Amendment Act, Mr. Welch, second reading 768

Third reading , 772

Legislative Assembly Retirement Allowances Amendment Act, Mr. Welch, second reading 772

Third reading 776

Peel Municipal Hydro-Electric Service Act, reported 776

Third reading 778

Concurrence in supply 778

Royal assent to certain bills, the Administrator of the Province of Ontario 778

Motion to adjourn, Mr. Welch, agreed to 779



780 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

SPEAKERS IN THIS ISSUE

Ashe, G. (Durham West PC)

Bounsall, E. J. (Windsor-Sandwich NDP)
Breithaupt, J. R. (Kitchener L)

Cassidy, M. (Ottawa Centre NDP)
Conway, S. (Renfrew North L)

Davidson, M. (Cambridge NDP)
Deans, I. (Wentworth NDP)
Eaton, R. G. (Middlesex PC)
Edighoffer, H.; Chairman (Perth L)

Epp, H. (Waterloo North L)

Germa, M. C. (Sudbury NDP)
Gigantes, E. (Carleton East NDP)
Gregory, M.E.C. (Mississauga East PC)
Grossman, L. (St. Andrew-St. Patrick PC)
Kennedy, R. D. (Mississauga South PC)
Kerrio, V. (Niagara Falls L)
Mackenzie, R. (Hamilton East NDP)
McClellan, R. (Bellwoods NDP)
Nixon, R. F. (Brant-Oxford-Norfolk L)

Reid, T. P. (Rainy River L)

Renwick, J. A. (Riverdale NDP)
Rowe, Hon. R. D.; Speaker (Northumberland PC)
Ruston, R. F. (Essex North L)
Snow, Hon. J. W.; Minister of Transportation and Communications (Oakville PC)
Stephenson, Hon. B.; Minister of Labour (York Mills PC)
Stokes, J. E. (Lake Nipigon NDP)
Swart, M. (Welland-Thorold NDP)
Sweeney, J. (Kitchener-Wilmot L)
Taylor, Hon. J. A.; Minister of Energy (Prince Edward-Lennox PC)
Warner, D. (Scarborough-Ellesmere NDP)
Welch, Hon. R.; Minister of Culture and Recreation (Brock PC)
Wildman, B. (Algoma NDP)



r.i Vi'V ^^^ A^L\ ""

^EBf No. 21
Ontario

Legislature of Ontario
Debates

Official Report (Hansard)

Daily Edition

First Session, 31st Parliament

Monday, October 17, 1977

Afternoon Sitting

Speaker: Honourable John E. Stokes

Clerk: Roderick Lewis, Q.C.



CONTENTS

n
An alphabetical list of members of the Legislature of Ontario, together with lists of

members of the Executive Council and Parliamentary Assistants, appears as an appendix
at the back of this issue.

Daily contents of proceedings also appears at the back of this issue. Reference to a

cumulative index of previous issues can be obtained by calling the Hansard Reporting Service

indexing staff. Phone 965-2159.

Hansard subscription price is $15.00 per session, from: Sessional Subscription Service,

Printing Services Branch, Ministry of Government Services, 9th Floor, Ferguson Block, Parlia-

ment Buildings, Toronto M7A 1N3. Phone 965-2238.

Published by the Legislature of the Province of Ontario. ^
Editor of Debates: Peter Brannan.



783

LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

The House met at 3 p.m.

ELECTION OF SPEAKER

Clerk of the House: Members of the

Legislative Assembly, I have to inform you
that I have received the resignation of the

Hon. Russell Daniel Rowe as Speaker of this

assembly. I, therefore, declare the office of

Speaker vacant and ask for nominations for

Speaker.

"Hon. Mr. Davis moved, seconded by Mr.

S. Smith, that the member for Lake Nipigon

(Mr. Stokes) be Speaker of this House.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Clerk, I would just

like to say a word or two to the members of

this Legislature about the nomination that I

have made. Before doing that, I would like,

I am sure on behalf of all members, to ex-

press our appreciation to the former Speaker,
the very distinguished member for Nor-

thumberland, for the leadership and guidance
he gave to our always very calm deliberations

in this House. It was with regret that I

learned of the hon. member's intention to

resign. I do wish to express to him on behalf

of all of us our very real appreciation.
In placing before the House the nomination

for the office of Speaker of the member for

Lake Nipigon, it is certainly in my time in

this House the first time that a member of

an opposition party has been nominated as

Speaker. In considering my responsibilities in

suggesting this to my colleagues on both
sides of the House, I came to this decision

partially as a reflection of the nature and the

makeup of the Legislature of this time and
also in recognition of the hon. member's very
distinct and I think, unique qualifications for

this very responsible position.

I would speak once again on behalf, I

would hope, of all members of the House
who had the pleasure of watching the hon.

member's performance as Deputy Speaker in

the previous Parliament, in saying that we
were all impressed as to his abilities and the

very objective nature in which he treated

his responsibilities. I am very confident that

this same measure of objectivity will prevail
as we move into the concluding part of this

session in this House that, fas I say, is

usually relatively tranquil, but on occasion

Monday, October 17, 1977

does require the strong hand of the Speaker
to see that our deliberations are carried for-

ward as they should be.

As I say, Mr. Clerk, to my knowledge it is

the first time that a nomination of this kind

has been placed before the members of the

House and it would be my hope that all of

the members would unanimously support this

nomination.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Clerk, I am delighted to

stand and second the nomination made by the

hon. Premier, and also to second each thought
which he expressed so well. We too want to

pay tribute to the retiring Speaker, the hon.

member for Northumberland, and wish him
well in the pursuit of his legislative duties

as a private member once again. We realize

the effort and sacrifice which the position

entailed and we thank him for having made
both of those for the people of Ontario.

I have already congratulated the Premier

for his excellent choice in nominating the

member for Lake Nipigon. I believe it was

a courageous move on his part to nominate

someone from outside the ranks of the gov-

ernment party and I salute him for that I

believe the choice he has made could not

have been a better one and we are looking

forward to working with the hon. member
for Lake Nipigon.

I note, if I might for a moment, Mr. Clerk,

that it is traditional for Her Majesty to take

the confidence that our proceedings will be

conducted with wisdom, temperance and

prudence. I think the excellent qualities of

the member for Lake Nipigon will go as far

as any human being possibly could to guar-

antee the existence of at least one of the

three on all occasions and hopefully all three

virtually all of the time. I once again salute

the Premier and I salute the member for

Lake Nipigon.

Mr. Lewis: This may indeed be unortho-

dox, but I would wish, under these circum-

stances, to affirm the nomination and to con-

gratulate the Premier for making it. We send

our best wishes to the hon. member for

Northumberland who has retired from the

chair. I am rather pleased that he retired

in one piece and in a decent frame of mind,

given that to which he was subjected.
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The Hon. John Stokes—a nice roll to the

words as printed on the seating plan—will
obviously perform his duties in an exemplary
fashion. We in this caucus consider it a tri-

umph of the working class over the adversi-

ties of capitalism, and we congratulate the

Premier for it. It is also a testament to good
sense.

Mr. Breithaupt: Notice he lost his colour.

Mr. Conway: He's the only working man
you have got.

Mr. Lewis: There is, in fact, one more. I

challenge you to identify him.

Mr. Breithaupt: What is the prize?

Mr. Lewis: I may say in conjunction with
the leader of the official opposition that

wisdom and prudence will invariably apply.

Alas, the only inauspicious note in Mr.
Stokes's ascent to the Throne: temperance
will also apply. He has already banned coffee

in this chamber in advance.

Motion agreed to.

Clerk of the House: Are there any further

nominations? I declare the nominations closed
and declare the Hon. John Edward Stokes
to be Speaker of this assembly.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. members, first of all I

want to thank the Premier and the leader
of Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition, and the
leader of the New Democratic Party, for

their very kind words, which I was able to

hear from a room not too distant from here.

I want to serve notice on the leader of the
third party that that will probably be the
last opportunity he will have to be provo-
cative.

This is the first time since 1920 that a
member of this assembly has been chosen
from the left of the chair, and it's probably
the first time in the history of the Common-
wealth that the Speaker and the Deputy
Speaker have been chosen from the left side

of the chair. I look forward to working very
closely with the hon. member for Perth (Mr.

Edighoffer) and with the Deputy Chairman,
who shall be named later on. I look forward
to working in close co-operation with them.

I want to thank those who have spoken
and who have been responsible for my
nomination, and I want to remind them that

it is also the first time that a member of
this assembly from northern Ontario has
been chosen for this very onerous job.

As your Speaker, I shall be mindful of the

rights of every member to express his views
and to be heard. In this chamber of debate,
as well as in the precincts of the House,
members can effectively discharge their pub-
lic duties only if their rights and privileges

are safeguarded in an orderly manner. It is

my promise to each and every one of you
that I shall put forth every effort to fulfil the
duties that you have entrusted to me and,

hopefully, in a fair, firm and impartial man-
ner. Thank you very much.

This House will now adjourn during
pleasure.

[3:15]

The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor
then entered the House and took her seat

upon the throne,

Hon. P. M. McGibbon (Lieutenant Gover-
nor): Pray be seated.

Mr. Speaker: May it please Your Honour,
the Legislative Assembly have elected me as

their Speaker, though I am but little able
to fulfil the important duties thus assigned
to me. If, in the performance of those duties,
I should at any time fall into error, I pray
that the fault may be imputed to me and not
to the assembly whose servant I am.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr, Speaker, I am com-
manded by the Honourable the Lieutenant
Governor to declare to you that she freely
confides in the duty and the attachment of
the assembly to Her Majesty's person and
government and is confident that the pro-
ceedings will be conducted with wisdom,
temperance and prudence.

The Honourable the Lieutenant Governor
was pleased to retire from the chamber.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

ROYAL VISIT

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as we gather
to renew this, the first session of the 31st

Parliament of Ontario, I thought it might be

appropriate if I were to set out for the mem-
bers of the Legislature, brief comments in

regard to certain major circumstances that

prevail in this province and country at this

present point in time and the government's
hopes and expectations for this session.

Initially, however, may I extend to each
and every member of this assembly the per-
sonal best wishes of Her Majesty the Queen.
It was a significant pleasure for me, in com-

pany with my wife, to represent the members
of this government and this Legislature at the

luncheon yesterday at Harrington Lake that

was arranged by the Prime Minister as part
of the Queen's visit to Canada. This occasion

provided me the opportunity on your behalf

and on behalf of the people of Ontario to re-

emphasize our feelings of affection and renew
our sense of loyalty to the Queen of Canada.
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Further, I was honoured this morning in be-

ing granted a private audience with Her
Majesty so that I might present a gift from
the people of Ontario to mark this, the silver

jubilee of her accession to the Throne. The
26 pieces of contemporary art which com-

prised the gift, and which will be designated
as the Queen's Silver Jubilee Art Collection,
will remain in our province and be displayed
in many of our communities over the next
two years. The opening of the initial exhi-

bition will be carried out this evening at the

Macdonald Block in the presence of Her
Honour, the Lieutenant Governor, and I trust

that it will be possible for all members to be

present for this significant occasion. I am
most pleased to convey Her Majesty's thanks
and gratitude, which she expressed to me
during the presentation.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
Hon. Mr. Davis: As I turn to matters that

will be before this House, let me acknowledge
in the beginning that the sittings in this

calendar year of 1977 have not been based on
the usual patterns, primarily because of an
election in which we were involved in the

spring of this year. Nevertheless, it is still

the government's hope and expectation that

a substantial number of the programs and
commitments that were announced in the

Speech from the Throne delivered last March
will be met before the end of this calendar

year. In order that such a goal can be

achieved, however, it will be necessary for all

of us to work diligently and co-operatively
within this House so that we can prorogue
with a sense of accomplishment, hopefully
some time before Christmas Eve.
The legislation which the government

wishes to place before the House during the

next eight or nine weeks, along with the even
more extensive time that will be required for

the debate on estimates, all reflects matters of

importance and concern to large segments of

Ontario society. Nevertheless, it is only being
realistic to acknowledge that the larger issues

that confront our province and our nation at

this time will without question dominate many
of our thoughts and activities over the next

period of time. I refer in specific terms to the

ongoing debate on national unity and the

serious problems of unemployment and in-

flation.

I do not feel, Mr. Speaker, that there is

any need today to dwell at great length on
the status of Confederation in Canada. It

would suffice to say that the government
would welcome, if it is the desire of the

members, the opportunity to discuss the over-

all situation in this chamber; and is even more

desirous of hearing any constructive sugges-
tions that the members opposite may have to

offer.

I believe that to date Ontario has taken a

clear, firm, responsible position in regard to

the various questions that have arisen since

the election of the PQ government in Quebec
and the announced referendum on possible

separation. Further, I intend, as I have

already stated, to be an active participant in

the ongoing debate, and I do not plan to con-

fine myself to the province of Ontario in re-

spect to those activities.

Let me now turn to the matters of un-

employment and inflation. The persistence of

high levels of unemployment in this province
through the past year remains a major con-
cern to all of us. The pace of recovery in the

economy has remained sluggish, and has been

accompanied by a waste of human skills and
potential. At the same time, it must be recog-
nized that there are fundamental structural

problems at the root of our current dilemma,
problems that cannot simply be solved by the

government's spending more or borrowing
more or by indiscriminate tax cuts. It strikes

me that there are two essential truths we
must face in respect to our current circum-

stances and which I hope will help us to

maintain a degree of reality and work towards
constructive solutions when we debate such
matters in this House and its related com-
mittees.

Firstly, the problems afflicting the economy
of this province at this point in time are part
of a situation that is national and even in-

ternational in its scope. The answers must
be found on the same broader basis.

Secondly, as I have arready noted, there

are no simple solutions that this or any
other government can take that will correct

the situation. Anyone who suggests otherwise

is doing a disservice to our people and to the

governmental process. Clearly, the govern-
ment of Ontario must do its part, and without

question, with an economy as fundamentally
sound and a people as resourceful as our

own, we have a significant contribution to

make. But our objective in this instance of

creating meaningful employment and curtail-

ing the rate of inflation is consistent with that

of th3 federal government and of the other

nine provinces. We should, therefore, be

working in concert in an attempt to find

appropriate solutions and to restore con-

fidence, both on the part of our own people
and in the rest of the world, in regard to the

future of this country.

Given these circumstances, I urge the

Prime Minister to call a meeting of the

first ministers of this country, in company
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with their appropriate ministers and official's,

immediately, to begin the process of a co-

operative national effort to put Canada back
on the road to economic recovery. Ontario

stands ready to do its part, but we want our

own contribution to be consistent with and

reinforcing to those efforts being made
across the country. Whatever program we
develop, we know that fundamental to a
sound economy is the reinforcement of our

private sector.

It was for that very reason that I and
two of my ministers, accompanied by senior

civil servants and representatives of business

and industry, spent time in Japan and Hong
Kong just prior to the reopening of this

Legislature. We need more investment and
we need more business and industrial de-

velopment in order that we may create more
ODportunities in our own province. We felt

that within the Far East we should be able

to find people who would make those kinds

of commitments, because they understood
the mutual benefit that was possible.

We emerged from our series of meetings
with senior businessmen and government
officials convinced that we had made inroads

in correcting some myths and misunderstand-

ings about Canada's and Ontario's political

and economic climate.

[3:30]

IMr. di Santo: You wasted their time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Perhaps the member
would like to ask some questions about it.

We believe we made inroads in encouraging
more businessmen in Japan and Hong Kong
to look at Ontario as a safe place to invest

and in which to seek business partners.

I welcomed the opportunity to remind
those whom I met that, despite some reser-

vations they may have had about us, Ontario
still offers a more assured1 future to those
who live within our borders and to anyone
who invests in our development than almost

any other part of the world. As to those who
suggested that our environmental laws dis-

courage investment or plant expansion here,
I assured them that we were proud of the

laws, which we believe are an example to the
rest of the North American continent, and
that we have no intention of relaxing those
laws under pressure of foreign criticism. We
are committed to increasing our productivity,
while at the same time maintaining the

quality of life we have here in this province
and which we have worked so hard to

achieve.

As to the government's legislative program,
we begin today by reintroducing the package
of family law bills which received broad

support in principle in the last Parliament.

We hope these bills can be put through
second reading and committed for detailed

examination, as the committee sees fit. We
do not want to see these bills lapse again.

The government will also introduce a pack-

age of six courts administration bills. They
will reform the jurisdiction procedures of the

small claims courts, provide for the use of

the French language in our courts, increase

by four the number of Supreme Court judges
and provide for the office of associate chief

judge. A provincial offences Act, to be intro-

duced in a few weeks, will provide a full

code of procedure for provincial offences, re-

placing the Summary Convictions Act.

In the field of labour the minister will, as

promised, introduce a comprehensive occu-

pational health and safety bill to integrate
and reform worker protection now covered

by several statutes. A further bill would
establish an advisory council on such matters
and set up a tripartite council on equal
opportunity employment. The government
hopes to be able to call for early debate and
disposition of the report expected from the

committee of the House considering Bill 22

dealing with province-wide bargaining in the
construction industry.

There will also be legislation, already in-

troduced by the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough),
respecting certain municipalities, and we
should also proceed with the municipal elec-

tions bill. A further municipal amendment, to

be introduced, will provide for regulation of

so-called body-rub parlours and other ques-
tionable enterprises offensive to community
standards of business. We will also proceed
with Bills 34, 35 and 44, standing in the name
of the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications (Mr. Snow), as with one or two
further bills dealing with Highway Traffic Act

amendments. A mental health Act, designed
to safeguard patients' rights and reform in-

voluntary admission procedures, will be intro-

duced and called. A further bill, to be intro-

duced by that minister, revises procedures of

medical and practitioner review committees.

Bill 4, in the name of the Chairman of

Management Board (Mr. Auld), will proceed.
The Minister of Revenue (Mrs. Scrivener),
will introduce and proceed with bills to post-

pone reassessment for another year, to amend
GAINS legislation respecting foreign pensions,
which bill I expect will be unanimously
supported by the members opposite, and to

bring the Corporations Tax Act into line

with the federal Act.

Mr. Sargent: What is this—the Throne

Speech?
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Hon. Mr. Davis: No, it's just a reminder

of all those things we have under way that

might have escaped the hon. member's atten-

tion in the course of all of his other responsi-
bilities.

A bill to regulate the removal of topsoil

from good agricultural land will be intro-

duced and called.

Mr. Riddell: How long has that been

coming? Glad you have taken action.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Once again, enthusiasti-

cally supported by all the urban members
opposite.

Mr. Sargent: Why don't you give it out in

Japanese?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would have undertaken
to do that, but knowing my friend's intellec-

tual capacity, I question whether or not he
would understand it.

Mr. Ruston: That wasn't nice.

Mr. Breithaupt: Have you lost the yen?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, I haven't lost the yen
for anything, I would say to the distinguished

House leader for the opposition party.

Mr. Lewis: Previously, that would have

been considered unparliamentary, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Let's have some order. Let

the hon. Premier continue uninterrupted.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Quite right, Mr. Speaker.

Amendments to the Police Act will be brought

forward, and I have asked that legislation

be drafted in regard to the Arab boycott.

In summary, let me say that I sense the

possibility that the convergence of economic

difficulties, and concern about the political in-

tegrity and unity of the country are giving
rise to a deepening sense of anxiety through-
out many parts of our society. That anxiety
and the sense of frustration that can come
from it are not only a result of problems and

difficulties, but the result of a perceived in-

capacity of existing governmental institutions

to respond to those problems effectively.
In my opinion, the manner in which we

deal with Ontario's affairs over the next few
weeks and months will determine whether
we are capable of overcoming that perception
and lessening that anxiety that I believe
exists. In my years in politics and govern-
ment, I have become accustomed to saying,
or to hearing others say, and I quote from
many,

^

"These are difficult and challenging
times." Nevertheless, I think that expression
is appropriate to the general situation which
now confronts us. But it is clear that diffi-

cult times require a special kind of responsi-
bility from each and every one of us. It is

that type of responsibility to which those

of us in this institution and all who are

associated with it must commit ourselves in

working towards a common goal of creating
a better and stronger Ontario as part of a

better and stronger Canada.

ONTARIO FINANCES

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I'm

tabling today, for the information of mem-
bers, "Ontario Finances" for the second quar-
ter of 1977-78. This report is an important
update on the province's financial situation.

Mr. S. Smith: It is not too promising.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Members will note
from the report that the fiscal outlook for
this year has changed from that presented in

the June issue of "Ontario Finances" and
subsequently in my September speech to the

provincial-municipal liaison committee. The
major change is a significant downward adjust-
ment in revenues, mainly in the personal in-

come tax and the mining tax.

Mr. Cassidy: We predicted this in the

spring.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The large adjust-

ment in income tax revenues is explained in

the copy of a Telex message received from
Ottawa which I am also tabling for informa-

tion. In addition, continued and prolonged
weakness in the international metals markets

has sharply reduced the sales and profits of

Ontario's mining industry. Reluctantly, I have
further revised downwards the forecast of

mining tax revenues.

Mr. Lewis: We told you it would.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: There are four im-

portant points I wish to make about the

implications of this revenue deterioration for

the province's fiscal strategy.

First, let me reassure municipal govern-
ments that—

Mr. Peterson: They don't believe you any-

way.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —notwithstanding
this change in forecast, the province will

transfer to them the amount of new funds in

1978-79 that I announced in my September
16 speech. I wish to underline once again
the advantages for the municipalities of early

announcement of the transfer level and the

certainty that it provides for them.

Mr. Wildman: Your transfers now include

the teachers' superannuation fund.

'Hon. Mr. McKeough: Second, expenditure
restraint remains the dominant policy theme
for Ontario, with spending in the upcoming
1978-79 fiscal year scheduled to increase by
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only 6.9 per cent. In the current fiscal year
we are holding to our June expenditure posi-

tion of $13,606 billion despite considerable

pressure for new requirements to fund addi-

tional pension plan liabilities and other essen-

tial additions. In fact, the current level of

expenditure is $92 million below my original

budget plan.

Third, I would like to emphasize that it is

slack revenues and not expenditures which
have increased our cash requirements.

Mr. Wildman: There is a cause and effect

relat.'onship between high unemployment and
low resources.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Fourth, despite this

temporary setback on revenues, the govern-
ment of Ontario is still firmly committed to

achieving a balanced budget position.

Mr. S. Smith: When's that?

Mr. Lawlor: You are getting worse.

LICENCE PLATE RECIPROCITY

Hon. Mr. Snow: Today I would Idee to

bring tfhe House up to date on Ontario's

efforts to establish licence plate reciprocity
for commercial vehicles with American

jurisdictions.

Following recommendations by the select

committee of the Legislature on highway
transportation of goods, negotiations were
initiated with the states of Indiana, Florida,

Georgia and South Carolina. At this time, I

am pleased to advise the members that the

government has approved regulations estab-

lishing such licence plate reciprocity for com-
mercial vehicles with Florida, Georgia and
South Carolina as of October 1 just past.

Further, I am ple'ased to report that the

state of Indiana has responded to Ontario's

proposals in this regard and that I further

anticipate putting a similar agreement into

effect with Indiana in the near future. I

would like to add that I will soon be initiating
similar negotiations with the states of Michi-

gan, Pennsylvania, Virginia, Kentucky and
North Carolina.

On the basis of the approved regulations,
tomorrow I will be signing the actual agree-
ments on behalf of the province of Ontario
with Florida, Georgia and South Carolina.

These agreements will mean basically that
the commercial vehicles from these three
states will not have to have Ontario licence

plates for trips into Ontario. Similarly, On-
tario operators of commercial vehicles will be
able to operate in Florida, Georgia 'and South
Carolina with their Ontario plates only.

I would like to point out that the agree-
ments cover straight trucks, tractor units and

trailers and buses used on charter trips. They
will not eliminate the need for "for-hire" car-

riers to obtain operating authority in either

Ontario or the United States as they do now.
Nor will these agreements affect in any way
the collection of fuel tax or other taxes prop-

erly owing in each jurisdiction.

Tomorrow, I will be attending a meeting
of some 16 American jurisdictions, all mem-
bers of the multi-state reciprocity arrange-

ment. My attendance will provide Ontario

with a unique opportunity to advise a large

number of American states of this province's

position vis-a-vis reciprocity. I will also pro-
vide my ministry with firsthand knowledge
of the kind of arrangements typical of inter-

jurisdictional reciprocity in the United States.

Finally, I would like to announce that in

accordance with another recommendation of

the select committee, we have established a

carrier policy and reciprocity office by re-

arranging staff within the transportation regu-
lation division of my ministry. Among other

duties, staff of this office will monitor and
maintain reciprocal agreements while provid-

ing information and policy support to the On-
tario government regarding commercial

vehicle reciprocity with other North American

jurisdictions.

FAMILY LAW REFORM
Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this

afternoon I intend to reintroduce the four bills

of our family law reform program. It is almost

a year since the family law bills were first

presented to this Legislature. Since that time

we have distributed over 40,000 of our book-

lets on family law reform. We have received

thousands of letters from members of the

public and special-interest groups such as

women's associations and the committees of

the various bar associations.

We have carefully considered the comments
we have received and the submissions pre-

sented last December to the standing com-
mittee on the administration of justice and,

as a result, we have made a number of ad-

justments to our bills in response to the very

interesting submissions.

Other provinces have begun to move on

reforming their family law as well. Manitoba's

former government chose to adopt an ap-

proach rather different from our own. How-
ever, I am pleased to report that both Rritish

Columbia and Prince Edward Island have

chosen the same approach as Ontario on bills

introduced this year.

For almost a year now the public has been

expecting us to move the four family law bills

forward. Every week we receive inquiries

from people who need the new provisions
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now. Every week we hear from lawyers who
must advise their clients on whether they
should try to hang on until the bills are

passed.
We cannot keep these people waiting much

longer. The government has shown its com-
mitment by reintroducing these bills on the

first day of the resumed session. We intend to

press forward to final passage.
I recognize that there are still some people

who wish to be heard and I am, of course,

quite willing to accommodate their desire to

make submissions. I hope, and indeed I antic-

ipate, that I will have the co-operation of the

members opposite in expediting the business

of the standing committee on justice so that

the family law reform bills can receive con-

sideration without undue delay and come
back to the House for final approval. I hope
that the other three bills, together with the

family law reform bill, can be dealt with

quickly, and without the need for lengthy

study in committee.

The measures which we have already

brought forward will soon be joined by an-

other bill to reform the law relating to

custody and guardianship of children. This
will complete the most comprehensive reform
of family law ever undertaken at one time.

I think we in Ontario can be justly proud
of the initiatives taken, which have been fol-

lowed in at least two other provinces, but our
initiatives count for nothing unless this House
finally passes the family law reform bills. The
public expects action. We in the government
intend to press forward and I call on the
members opposite to join with us.

Mr. Lewis: You would think we were put-
ting an obstacle in your way; for heaven's
sake go ahead.

[3:45]

ORAL QUESTIONS

JOB CREATION
Mr. S. Smith: A question, Mr. Speaker, of

the Premier: since the latest figures, released

today, show that the deficit of the province
of Ontario has actually jumped by some $375
million, and in fact has jumped $158 million
in the month of September alone; and since
his own estimates of economic growth have
proven to be totally unsupportable; will the
Premier now consider bringing in a new
budgetary statement of some kind to bring up
to date the real facts, the real figures, and to
take some action to stimulate the creation of

jobs for a very difficult winter?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I think the

opportunity will present itself, perhaps start-

ing tomorrow—the House leader could inform

me, but I think the estimates of the Treasurer

will be before the members of the House very
shortly. They start, the House leader tells me,
tomorrow evening; I think that would be a

very good opportunity for the members op-

posite to acquaint themselves with the latest

information as it relates to the financial pos-
ition of this province.

Mr. Roy: We have the information; we
want to know what you are going to do.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Just ignore the

interjections.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am delighted to have
that advice, Mr. Speaker.

I think that would provide the Leader of

the Opposition, and others opposite, the op-

portunity to get into the figures that are of

concern to him, in detail.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary:
with great respect, Mr. Speaker, given the

fact that all of us are operating on the

original budgetary statement, with the ex-

penditures planned by the government as

intended by the Premier's policies, and ac-

cording to his predictions; given the fact

that these predictions are not only wrong but

disastrously wrong; would it not make sense

to let us know what his intentions are now,
and particularly what his intentions are

with regard to job creation?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I know
there is a tendency on occasion in tihis House
to get carried away with the phraseology
used. What the Treasurer has informed the

House of today, and I have not had an

opportunity to read it in detail, is a reduc-

tion in revenues below those anticipated; one

of the significant areas being that in the

field of income tax, and I think the Leader
of the Opposition would like to read the

Telex that brought this information to us. I

think the Treasurer also pointed out, though,
that in terms of government expenditures the

government had continued to make efforts to

reduce our level of expenditure, so that in

relative terms we are still in a very sound
financial position. I think it is important for

the members of this House to understand that

while we do have problems, in terms of the

fiscal integrity of the province our ability in

terms of our finances is as sound as ever. It

is one of the soundest jurisdictions anywhere
in North America, and I think the people of

this province should know that.

Mr. Lewis: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Since the Treasurer's announcement today
makes it clear that our budgetary deficit in

Ontario will almost certainly rise over $1.5
billion by the end of this fiscal year, can the

Premier explain how it will be possible for
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him to meet the commitment made in the

Bramalea Charter, since it now appears that

there will be roughly a 20,000-job shortfall

this year alone? Therefore, what job creating

propositions, in specific terms, will he be
taking to the conference of the first min-
isters which he himself today requested?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I did suggest

today that the Prime Minister of this country
convene a meeting of first ministers to look,
in broad terms, at the economic situation

facing the people of this country. I said in

my statement that we would be prepared
to support in any way that we could, some
broad national sort of objective.

I mentioned to the media, I believe on

Friday, that being very realistic about it the

main fiscal tool in terms of stimulation of the

economy, or whatever the federal govern-
ment feels is the realistic and responsible

approach to take, is something that must be

provided by the government of Canada. We
have made it quite clear that our approach
has been, and will continue to be, to try and
restore that feeling of confidence in the

private sector with the people generally.
There is no point fooling anyone, we do not
have plans for massive make-work programs
of short-term duration that would only add
to the financial plight of this province.

Mr. Lewis: What about your public com-
mitment of 100,000 jobs?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: If the hon. leader of the

New Democratic Party wants to discuss in

some detail the commitments made in the

very historic Bramalea Charter, I have said

it is our objective-

Mr. Lewis: Better a piece of history than

a piece of reality.

Mr. Makarchuk: Known as false advertis-

ing.

Mr. Speaker: Let's have some order. This

is not a debate, it's a question period.

Hon. Mr. Davis: You are quite right, Mr,
Speaker. I am still optimistic that in terms of

the projection laid out in that document—
100,000 jobs a year for, I believe, a 10-year

period of time—is not only a realistic objec-
tive, it is one that has to be attained and
we intend to do it.

Mr. Lewis: Like a balanced budget.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: In view of

the figures that came out today, and in view
of the omission from the Treasurer's state-

ment when he's committed to balancing the

budget, is the Premier prepared to affirm

right now that the budget will be balanced

in 1981? Is that still government policy?

Mr. Lewis: Oh, come now.
Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, it is still

the policy of the government of this prov-
ince to make every effort to balance the

budget of this province by 1981. That was
stated then and we continue to move to-

wards that objective.

Mr. Nixon: So much for that.

Mr. Foulds: Is that a commitment or a

promise?
Hon. Mr. Davis: Of course it will be made

much easier for us if we have a construc-

tive, enlightened approach by those members

opposite who understand financial matters

and do not call upon us for massive new

expenditures that will not be productive for

the economy of this orovinee

Mr. Roy: We can't do worse than you
have been doing in the last while, we can't

do worse.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: Am I to

understand, Mr. Speaker, that the govern-

ment's policy as far as job creation is con-

cerned is a commitment to 100,000 jobs a

year and praying for help from the federal

government to achieve it, but no other

policies?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I have never

been reluctant to pray for help at any time,

and this is no exception.

Mr. Lewis: So that's how the Premier does

it.

Mr. Deans: It is getting a little bit em-

barrassing, isn't it?

BRUCE NUCLEAR PLANT

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, another ques-

tion of the Premier: What steps has the

Premier taken, personally, concerning Ontario

Hydro's contract with the Luramus Company
for two heavy water plants at the Bruce

nuclear site, in view of the fact that Hydro's

latest estimate of the final cost is about

$990 million, some $200 million higher than

the initial estimate, with no penalty pro-

visions at all in the contract? What steps has

the Premier taken, personally, to look into

this matter?

Mr. Breithaupt: Other than prayer.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would

think the member for Kitchener would be the

last one to discount the power of prayer,

knowing the history of his family and those

involved in it; but anyway I'll not digress

on that issue at this moment.
I would say to the Leader of the Opposition

if he would ask the Minister of Energy,
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through whom the corporation reports to the

members of the House, I'm sure he will get
all the information on this particular issue

that he feels is relevant.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary:
Do I take it from the Premier's answer that

he himself, on a personal basis, has done

absolutely nothing with regard to the Bruce

nuclear heavy water plants? Is he alarmed

at all about the apparent lack of information

on the part of the Minister of Energy, who
knew nothing of the ultimatum which Hydro
had given Lummus on such a large capital

project?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I will con-

fess to the Leader of the Opposition that I

have not personally gone to Bruce to analyse
the work or in any way determined what the

cost structure is or anything of that nature.

I do make that confession, yes; I have not

done it. I also have confidence in the ability

of the Minister of Energy-
Mr. Riddell: It might be worth a trip.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —and I informed myself
that the Minister of Energy was fully knowl-

edgeable and quite prepared to give any
information that he can to the members of

this House.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, does the

Premier plan to intervene in the $1 billion

purchase of uranium from Dennison Mines,
when the world price has not yet been
established?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I' would say
with great respect-

Mr. Speaker: That's not really a supple-

mentary. I wouldn't think that was a supple-

mentary.
Are there any other supplementaries? The

hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Roy: It was a very good question,

though.

Mr. S. Smith: With respect, do I take it

that the Premier has in some way redirected

my initial question to the Minister of Energy
(Mr. Taylor), to see if he's done anything?

Mr. Lewis: No, you can't do that; he has

answered it twice.

Mr. S. Smith: He has not done that.

Mr. Lewis: May I just ask a supplementary?
If these figures as alleged are accurate, would
the Premier not wish to initiate some kind of

inquiry into Hydro's internal financing to

understand, even if it's on track now, how an
error of that magnitude could have been made
without any way of recouping the public

money?
Mr. Nixon: Phone up Campbell Grant and

ask him to have a look at it.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I know the

member for Scarborough West is one of those

who is more reluctant to initiate an "inquiry"
on every matter that is raised and I'm hope-
ful that he still takes that approach. I think,

really, that if one were to ask the Minister
of Energy to assess the information that is

available, I think the judgement should be
based on whether or not the overexpenditure,
if there is an overexpenditure, is proper and
consistent with what has happened in the con-

struction industry generally, the rates of in-

flation, et cetera. I am not competent to make
judgements of this kind, but I think before

anybody considers, as the Leader of the Op-
position has suggested, that we set up a select

committee to once again reinvent the wheel,
or do this or do that—

Mr. S. Smith: It's just $200 million: don't

disturb yourself.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I would say
that in percentage terms no one is minimizing
$200 million, but I would say that he might
consult with a member who represents that

area who knows something of the complexity
of this contract, of the work that has gone on
and also Ontario Hydro's record in the pro-
duction of nuclear energy.

Mr. S. Smith: He knows, that's the trouble.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say that in terms
of cost efficiency, in terms of efficiency of

plant, there's not a utility anywhere in the

world that can match Ontario Hydro's record
in the production of electrical energy for the

people of this province. Let him show me
one.

Mr. Deans: Since the Premier seems to be-

lieve that if we had the information placed
before us we would see the justification for

the increased expenditure, I wonder if he is

prepared to place all of the information before

us in order that we can look at it?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'm delighted to answer

questions here until 5 o'clock, to me it is the—

Mr. Deans: I don't want to ask questions
until 5 o'clock, I want the answer to this one.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —most stimulating part of

the day. I would say to the members opposite
that-

Mr. Deans: Just say it to me.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —I'm sure the Minister of

Energy has spent several days in preparation

knowing that this might be a question,

although one can't always predict with logic

what questions will emerge from the opposi-
tion-

Mr. Makarchuk: We can predict his answers

though.
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Hon. Mr. Davis: —but I am sure that this

was one that might have been anticipated and
that the Minister of Energy would be quite

delighted to answer. That's all I'm suggesting.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Scar-

borough West.

Mr. Lewis: I won't ask Jim Taylor a ques-

tion; I'm afraid he'll be succeeded by Keith

Norton.

Mr. Speaker: Question.

NUCLEAR WASTE
Mr. Lewis: May I ask you Mr. Speaker, if

I may direct a question to the Minister of the

Environment? Is the minister familiar with—
has he read carefully—the report on nuclear

power by Dr. Robert Uffen, which has been

presented to the board of directors of Ontario

Hydro and has apparently won their approval?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I believe there

have been some press reports regarding that

particular paper; but I haven't read it in full,

no.

Mr. Lewis: May I ask the minister by way
of supplementary, could we in this Legisla-
ture be privy to what is apparently a major
document? And could I ask the minister to

explain that since Dr. Uffen has clearly taken

the position that until a safe method of storing

used fuel has been demonstrated beyond
reasonable doubt—those are his words—Dr.
Uffen recommends that Hydro should not be-

come involved in a large nuclear program;
and since that recommendation has gone be-

fore the board of Hydro and been approved
by them; why is the minister continuing with

the Darlington nuclear plant which runs

directly counter to that recommendation,
without an environmental assessment?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker again, I read

the press reports on Dr. Uffen's comments and
I think he indicated, in so many words, that

any present programs may proceed but if you
have any large plans in the future-

Mr. Lewis: What's Darlington?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I believe he's talking about

another two or three generating stations-

then you certainly should have an answer for

the safe disposal of waste.

[4:00]

Mr. Conway: Supplementary: Given Dr.

Uffen's remarks about the proper waste dis-

posal program, I am wondering whether the

ministry has anticipated any of his concerns;
and whether in fact, given the immediacy of

his suggestions, it has done anything to

expand upon the situation that we have in

Chalk River, which has been allowed to ex-

pand purely on an ad hoc basis as apparently

the only waste disposal site for nuclear waste

in this province?
Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Chalk River is a waste

disposal site. I think the hon. member should

remember that it's the Atomic Energy Con-

trol Board that is responsible for the safe

disposal of nuclear waste. At the present
time I understand that board is attempting to

locate at least two sites in Ontario. One was,

as the hon. member probably knows, the pro-

posed site in the Madoc area, which now has

been dropped. They are still looking for at

least two sites in this province, which in all

probability will be on government land. In

the meantime, of course, the spent uranium

in the existing plants will be safely stored on

site at those plants.

Mr. MacDonald: Supplementary: In view

of the fact this study by Dr. Uffen has been

approved by the board of the corporation of

Hydro and therefore is a statement of policy,

would the minister undertake to table it in

this House so that we would have the benefit

of its studies?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, I have no objection

to tabling a report of that kind if it has been

submitted to Ontario Hydro.
Mr. Lewis: May I ask one short final

supplementary? Will the minister be pre-

pared to look again at the exclusion of

Darlington from environmental assessment

once he has read Dr. Uffen's report?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: As I said, I don't believe

any approval by Ontario Hydro is in con-

flict with the exemption of Darlington from

the Environmental Assessment Act, I would
doubt that very much. However, I will look

at that; and of course at the time of tabling,

if I table it, there will be a statement dealing

with that point.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary.

Mr. Conway: Did I understand the min-

ister's earlier comments to mean that to this

date the ministry has given no advice and has

prepared no strategy on behalf of the govern-
ment or Ontario Hydro, as a major producer
of nuclear waste in this province, to combat

the kind of situation that Dr. Uffen speaks
of in that particular report?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: That was a real flowery

question, old man-
Mr. Eakins: What's the answer?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: But I think what the hon.

member is trying to say is, are we doing

anything about the safe disposal of nuclear

waste? The answer is "yes." We are work-

ing with the Atomic Energy Control Board,
we are working with Environment Canada—



OCTOBER 17, 1977 793

a number of agencies attached to both gov-

ernments. We are assisting in trying to find a

site. We have committees set up; we have

studied various locations. The one that was

proposed at Madoc really never got off the

ground because it was during an election

campaign and, of course, you know what

happens during an election campaign.

An hon. member: You end up losing a

seat.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Did we win that seat, by
the way? In any event, there's no question
that we will find a safe site for the disposal
of nuclear waste, that is a number one

priority.

Mr. Foulds: Are there safe sites?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Scar-

borough West with his final question.

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

Mr. Lewis: A question of the Minister of

Labour, if I may: Given the counterpoint out-

side this Legislature during the early pro-

ceedings today, can the minister indicate to

the House whether she intends shortly to

provide an inflationary raise in the level of

workmen's compensation pensions?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am curious as to the

definition of an "inflationary raise." Does the

hon. member mean one that will cause in-

flation or one that will meet levels?

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, why
doesn't the minister use her imagination and
talk about pegging it to the rise in inflation

or even to the Anti-Inflation Board guideline
since nothing has been—I will rephrase it

quickly, Mr. Speaker, knowing you would
wish me to, as a supplementary: Given that

the pensions have not been increased since

July 1975, I think, is the minister now pre-

pared to meet at least the inflationary rises in

the cost of living since that time?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am sure there will

be recommendations coming forward within

the reasonably forseeable future regarding
this specific matter, which has been under
intensive study.

Mr. Makarchuk: You've been coming for

two years.

Hon. B. Stephenson: In addition, it has
been affected by the study which has been

taking place of the actuarial status of the

Workmen's Compensation Board and the

potential effect of modifications in the level

of pensions and the level of compensation.
These, I believe, must be facts well known
to all of us before any statements are made
about increases which should be at this time

added to the remuneration of those who
receive workmen's compensation. I believe we
must do it responsibly, and as soon as that

information is available to me—
Mr. Lupusella: You have been saying that

since 1976.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —which I think will

be about the end of November, then we
shall be considering those changes.

Mr. Deans: What's the foreseeable future?

Hon. B. Stephenson: If you had listened,

I just told you.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Dover-

court; is this a supplementary?

Mr. Lupusella: Yes, it is, Mr. Speaker.
Given the fact that some time in 1976 I

introduced in the Legislature a private mem-
ber's bill to increase injured workers' pen-
sions based on the cost of living starting

in July 1975-

Mr. Speaker: Does the member have a

question?

Mr. Lupusella: Yes. Is the minister pre-

pared to give some immediate attention to

it. If not, why not?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, we have

given attention to it, we are continuing to

give attention to it, and it will be resolved.

Mr. Lewis: Very helpful to the people
outside.

RYERSON DISPUTE

Mr. Sweeney: A question of the Ministry
of Colleges and Universities, Mr. Speaker:

My question deals with the $322,000 settle-

ment made between the board of governors
of Ryerson and the former vice-principal of

that school. Mr. John Parkin, who chaired

the meeting of the board of governors in

which this settlement was made, has refused

to disclose the reasons for it, even given that

at least 80 per cent of that is taxpayers'

money. He went on to say: "The only way
those questions will be answered is if they
are raised in the House."

Mr. Speaker: Does the member have a

question?

Mr. Sweeney: I am raising it in the House.

Can the minister explain why the board of

governors of Ryerson would give $220,000 to

a former vice-principal of that school—tax-

payers' money?

Hon. Mr. Parrot*: Mr. Speaker, I think we
would have to accept that the board, who
considered this problem at some length, will

give information on that subject. Knowing
that members might be concerned about this
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particular problem, I asked the president to

prepare a letter for their information-

Mr. Conway: Good fellow, the president.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —and I will be pleased
to see that the member has a copy of that,

which we received this morning. I will table

it in the Legislature.

Mr. Sweeney: A supplementary: My under-

standing is that this same board of governors
in 1973 negotiated a contract with this former

vice-principal of approximately $1 million,

lasting a period of 14 years. Is there any
monetary mechanism whatsoever between the

Ministry of Colleges and University Affairs

and the boards of governors of any institu-

tions that would speak to such a astounding
contract settlement?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Mr. Speaker, I think the

hon. member for Kitchener-Wilmot will ac-

cept that an audited statement of Ryerson
Polytechnical Institute is tabled each year in

this House. I think, secondly, that members
would accept that the responsibility clearly
rests with the board for their decisions, not

only in this matter but in all matters pertain-

ing to that institution. I do not accept for one
minute tfn'at we should interfere in the normal
course of the duties of a board that not

only has representatives appointed by the

Lieutenant Governor in Council, but indeed

by the students and indeed by the faculty. I

remind the member opposite that the board
came to that unanimous decision after a

great deal of deliberation.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for

Windsor-Sandwich with a supplementary.

Mr. Bounsall: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Inasmuch as the decision was made in 1973
by a majority of board members that were
appointed by this government, would the
minister not agree that the problem would
not have arisen if, at that time, there had
been a fair complement of both students,

faculty, and support staff on that board, and
appointments to that board from a wider

range of the public such as exists at the

present time?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I have no way of judging
what might have happened in 1973 had a

different composition of the board been in

place. I thing the member realizes, too, that

there is a bill before this House to change
the composition of the board and it will be
debated in the near future.

Mr. Roy: As a supplementary to the
answer given to my colleague the member
for Kitchener-Wilmot, is the minister in

fact suggesting that its somewhat improper
to ask a question questioning a decision of

a board; and secondly, that he as minister

cannot intervene? Even though it's a unani-

mous decision of the board, in view of the

facts given by my colleague the member
for Kitchener-Wilmot, is this not taxpayers'

money and are we not entitled to the full

explanation of this?

Mr. Conway: What does the Treasurer

think?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I think if the member
would listen to what was said-

Mr. Roy: I did.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —I was prepared to table

for this Legislature today a full1

report from
the president, outlining the rationale of the

decisions made by that board.

Mr. Sargent: You said you couldn't inter-

vene.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Does the member want
the responsibility for all of our post-secondary
institutions-

Mr. Roy: No.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —to be eroded by the

taking on of that responsibility by the

minister? I say to him that it's fundamental
to our society that those charged with the

responsibility-

Mr. Nixon: This guy is going to go far.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —make the decisions and
be held accountable for those decisions.

Mr. Roy: It is taxpayers' money. The
minister should intervene.

Mr. Sweeney: Is the minister aware of the

fact that the president of Ryerson was not

aware of this agreement and didn't find out

about it until the last four months; and does

he think that that's proper? Coming back to

his other point, when the minister says that

a settlement shouldn't be questioned, is there

any limit at which it should be questioned?

Hon. W. Newman: What is wrong with

the president?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I again have to remind
the minister—or the member—that if he

would look at the record-

Mr. Roy: He should be the minister.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —I did not say that a

decision should never be questioned, I said

the responsibility for that decision must rest

with those who made it. There's quite a

difference.

!Mr. Breithaupt: With those who appointed
them.

Mr. Speaker: There have been sufficient

supplementaries.
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OTIS ELEVATORS

Mr. Deans: I have a question of the

Treasurer. If I understand the Treasurer and
the government correctly that they are pin-

ning their hopes for employment on the

private sector primarily, would the Treasurer

look into a situation in which the recent—

not recent—but the takeover, by Hughes
Corporation of Otis Elevators, resulted in a

directive being sent to the Canadian sub-

sidiary that they were not to quote on large

jobs, that they were to confine themselves

to small construction within their own juris-

diction? Doesn't the Treasurer feel that that

will have an adverse effect both on employ-
ment and the economy of Ontario?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I'll be glad to look

into it.

NANTICOKE PLANT

Mr. Reed: I have a question of the Minister

of Energy. Can the minister tell the House
how much money has been spent this year
on repairs at the nearly new generating

plant at Nanticoke, approximately what per-

centage of those repairs were underwritten

by the equipment suppliers themselves

through warranty and what percentage will

be paid by the purchasers of electric power?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: I will take that

question as notice and get the detailed in-

formation for the member.

Mr. Cassidy: You have had five months
to prepare for this.

Mr. Lewis: I see you have Tom Coleman
on your staff; you're smartening up now.

Mr. Cassidy: He needs Tom Coleman too.

MINIMUM WAGE
Mr. Cassidy: A question to the Minister

of Labour: Since the minister recommend-
ed to cabinet a year ago that the minimum
wage be raised to $2.90, can she say what
recommendation she is now making about a

minimum wage increase and what action is

likely to come from the government?
Hon. B. Stephenson: While I admire the

hon. member's psychic capabilities, I would

really not be able to tell him today that

there is any movement afoot in that area.

We are still awaiting some studies which
are being carried out.

Mr. Cassidy: We read the memo.
Mr. Breithaupt: How about $4?

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: How about $4?

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: In view of
the fact that the cost of living has gone up
by HVfe per cent since the last adjustment

of the minimum wage and in view of the

material that the minister now has arguing
that a fairer level is desirable, can she say
what information is holding back this de-

cision?

Mr. Laughren: What province are you
waiting for?

An hon. member: It is the lowest minimum
wage in Canada.

iHon. B. Stephenson: Oh no it is not; it is

most certainly not the lowest one in Canada.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. A question has

been directed to the Hon. Minister of Labour.

Give her the courtesy of allowing her to

answer.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Thank you, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Makarchuk: She is waiting on Pakistan.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is an area which

requires a great deal of study, one which

certainly cannot be moved upon with any

degree of certainty unless we are aware that

there will not be an impingement upon job

opportunities by sudden movement or major
movement of the minimum wage package.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Look at all those free-

loaders over there.

Hon. B. Stephenson: This is the area which
is being studied, and when that is com-

pleted we shall be reporting.

Hon. Mr. Rhodes: Social workers, teachers

—they don't know anything about that.

[4:15]

Mr. Samis: Why should the people of On-

tario have to accept the second lowest mini-

mum wage in Canada?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker,

was the question "Why they would have to

accept?"

Mr. Samis: Why they should have to

accept?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, they do

not have to accept the second lowest mini-

mum wage in Canada. But, indeed, I would
remind the honourable member for Cornwall

that this province's industries do not compete
with Ottawa, nor with Quebec City, nor with

Winnipeg. They compete with the states of

New York, Michigan, Illinois and Ohio where
the minimum wage is at least 30 cents lower

than ours. We do not want in any way to

damage the already precarious competitive

position of the small manufacturers in the

province of Ontario, we must be responsible

in whatever movement we make in the

minimum wage.
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OHTB BUS LICENCE

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications: In view of the fact that only
two of the seven members of the Highway
Transport Board were present when Grey-
hound lines were granted a certificate to

operate; and due to the fact that the chair-

man, Mr. Shoniker, told me, at the time, that

he was disturbed at the pressures of the Bay
Street gang, would the minister advise why
the board established for the first time in

history a new policy of direct competition by
different companies on the same route, thus

reversing a long-standing government policy,

something which only this Legislature can do
and something which the minister cannot do
himself?

And secondly, in spite of an appeal
launched by Gray Coach Lines and Local 113
of the Transit Union against this decision,

why were the licences issued immediately?
Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, there are

several questions in that one question. As the

hon. member is well aware, the decision of

the Highway Transport Board on this par-
ticular licence is in the process of appeal
before cabinet at this time. I'm sure he is well
aware that when the decision was handed
down last year a new hearing was ordered.
That hearing was carried out and a report
was received about the middle of July of this

year. The report was submitted to the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council, who is consider-

ing the appeal of the Gray Coach Lines and
the United Transit Workers' Union.
The process of dealing with that appeal

involved my colleague the Attorney General
(Mr. McMurtry), whose staff processes such

appeals. Then there was a requirement to
allow 60 days after that second decision was
granted by the board for Gray Coach Lines,
the main participant, to respond. I will point
out that Gray Coach Lines took their full 60
days, and I believe their response was sub-
mitted about September 20 or 21. Then there
was a period for the applicant in the case to

respond to the Gray Coach response, and
that, I believe, was received about a week
ago; I received on my desk, I believe it was
Friday, the final Gray Coach response to the

response to the response. And now, it is my
understanding subject to correction from the

Attorney General-

Mr. Conway: Don't worry about that.

Mr. Roy: Make sure you don't get him to

argue with me.

Hon. Mr. Snow: —that the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in Council is now in a position to deal
with this appeal having received these dif-

ferent responses through the normal legal

process. I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that

cabinet would now be in a position to deal

with this appeal expeditiously.

Mr. Sargent: Is the minister aware that this

Phoenix-based Greyhound Corporation, the

largest in the world of its kind—with rumoured
Mafia connections, which I hope the minister

has checked out—has been given a blank

cheque here, not only to make millions of

dollars, but at the expense of a publicly-
owned corporation? Will the minister assure

this House that the cabinet will either revoke
this licence now or bring it before the Legis-
lature for full examination?

Hon. Mr. Snow: No, Mr. Speaker, I cannot

give the hon. member or this House that

undertaking. Cabinet will deal with the appeal
that is before it and, as I said, I hope now
that all the information is together the cabinet

will be able to deal with the matter expe-

ditiously.

BURNING FCBs

Mr. Bounsall: A question of the Minister of

the Environment, Mr. Speaker: Will the min-
ister reverse the stand in support of the burn-

ing of PCBs by Peerless Cement on Zug
Island in the Detroit River that his ministry
has now taken before the Wayne county board
of health and the Detroit city council; inas-

much as no production system in continuous

operation can be made fail-safe and, secondly,

any failure of that burning system there will

dump, as a result of the prevailing winds, the

highly toxic and cancer-producing PCBs over

the west side of the city of Windsor?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, it is my in-

formation that the proposal for the Peerless

plant is the same as the method used by the

St. Lawrence Cement plant in Mississauga.
That method has been tried at Mississauga
and is successful.

Mr. Bounsall: On a pilot scale only.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, a pilot scale, but using
a substantial amount of PCB-contaminated

material, up to full capacity at some time.

We're not concerned with the quantity as

much as the length of the time of the experi-
ment. We're satisfied, from the information

we have from those who are monitoring that

project—which includes at least two federal

agencies as well as two provincial agencies-

Mr. Bounsall: That it will never fail.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: —that this is a successful

method of destroying PCB-contaminated
material. If Peerless uses the same method,
and this is our understanding, then it is safe.

It is much safer, certainly, than using a land

fill.
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The hon. member knows there is a sub-

stantial amount of this type of material gen-
erated on both sides of the border. Much of

what we generate in Canada is exported to

the United States so we have some interest

in serins that that facility is established.

I don't know what more the ministry can

formally say at those hearings, except that if

the scientific process that is to be used there,

the technology that is to be used at that plant,

is similar to what is being used in Canada,
in Mississauga, then we accept it. We have
to have a solution to this problem and as far

as we are concerned this is the best solution.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:

Surely the minister sees the difference be-

tween a pilot-scale project at Mississauga and
one in which there is going to be continuous

burning of this substance in a populated area,

particularly when that populated area is in

the highly populated west side area of

Windsor.
I can see where the minister might support

the burning of it in a plant that is not in a

built-up area, but surely the minister cannot

support the set-up of this plant in which he
has an operation that he cannot guarantee will

be fail-safe and will dump those offending

gases on the people of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I think the

hon. member will admit that certainly the St.

Lawrence Cement plant in Mississauga is in

a built-up area. Secondly, we have completed
that project; experimentation at Mississauga
has been completed and the company is now
in the process of making an application for a

permanent certificate. We're satisfied that the

experimentation there was a success.

I was under the impression, from the in-

formation I have, that Peerless will at first

be somewhat under the same type of ground
rules; the company will be limited as to

quantity and it will be closely monitored

right at the plant site as well as in the

surrounding area. That would include, as far

as we are concerned, monitoring in Ontario.

Again, the monitoring will be such that we
are hoping there will be no danger to any of

the residents in the area.

Mr. Foulds: Hope springs eternal.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Another point—I was try-

ing to remember what the other point was
the hon. member raised—remember that this

disposal is being carried out at a cement
plant. It is not a separate plant strictly for

the burning of PCB-contaminated material;
it is a cement plant that has been modified
and converted to do just that. I would think,
with the continuous monitoring and the check-

ing, that this is as safe as any type of

industrial facility of this kind; safer than

making cement, frankly.

'Mr. B. Newman: A final supplementary: Is

the minister aware that the burning of PCBs
in a cement plant leads to a condition known
as puffing or a back draft, where not only
are the PCB contaminants thrown back in at

the operators, but also there is • substantial

increase in the amount of contaminants and
dust particles that are emitted into the

atmosphere?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I hope the hon. member is

getting his information correct. We always
have these great, sensational scare statements

regarding any type of safe disposal. What
does he want us to do—leave it rot in the

ground or enter some lake or stream and

really be of danger?

Mr. Roy: Are you suggesting there is no

puffing?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, the only thing
I can say is that a cement plant has to be
modified and converted before it can handle
PCB-contaminated material. An ordinary
cement plant cannot handle the material.

There is a substantial amount of modification

to that plant; it is a costly conversion, but
it is safe. From the information I am getting
it is safe, both within the plant, to the em-
ployees in that plant, as well as from the

point of view of emissions.

Mr. B. Newman: A supplementary: Is the

minister aware that Monsanto, the manu-
facturer of the PCB in the first instance, has

phased out the burning procedures that it

had in the past? It is phasing out completely
and now leaving the responsibility to govern-
ments to resolve; and that also—

Mr. Speaker: Question?
Mr. B. Newman: Yes. Will the minister

look at the brief and the report presented
to his ministry by Dr. Edwards, a professor of

law at the University of Windsor, concern-

ing the dangers of burning PCBs, both in the

St. Lawrence facility and also in the one in

Delray, Michigan?

(Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, I don't know
what a professor of law would know about

the danger of burning of PCBs.

'Mr. S. Smith: You are a lawyer.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: But I am not an expert.

Hon. Mr. Davis: He is not a professor of

law.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The hon. member must
realize that there is a hearing going on at the

present time dealing with this application. All

the information and the points that he has

raised would certainly be considered by that
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hearing board in respect to the Peerless ap-

plication.
If Dr. Edwards is an expert in this I would

assume that he would appear before that

board before any licence is issued to Peerless.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary the hon.
member for Windsor-Riverside.

Hon. Mr? Kerr: Haven't we got a Tory
member down there?

Mr. Cooke: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

ask the minister if he would at least be will-

ing to meet with the members of the city of

Windsor administration? He has not done this

so far; as minister he gave approval to this

application before even consulting with local

officials. I would like to ask him if he would
now be willing to talk to Windsor's director

of pollution control and the mayor, especially
in view of the fact that the people in the city
of Windsor and the local government have
said that they are willing to take this applica-
tion to court?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I would
be willing to meet with the representatives of

the city of Windsor, and anybody from Wind-
sor.

[4:30]

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Armour-
dale.

Mr. Conway: I see Phil has lost weight.

ROBARTS COMMISSION
Mr. McCaffrey: I have a question of the

Treasurer, if I may.
In view of the fact that the Robarts com-

mission report is being studied and analysed
by members of council in the borough of

North York as in other boroughs of Metro
Toronto, and in view of the fact that the

borough of North York is being treated fairly

harshly in this recommendation, would the
Treasurer consider extending the deadline for
them to present their brief beyond October
31, perhaps until the end of November?
Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, there

have been a number of requests to extend the

deadline and I think without setting a date,
we have indicated, if memory serves me cor-

rectly, that we would like to have the briefs
in as quickly as possible. I think a number
have indicated they would have them in by
the end of November, so that would seem
reasonable.

RIVERVIEW HOSPITAL
Mr. B. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I have a

question of the Minister of Health. Has he
or has he not ordered the closure of Riverview
hospital in the city of Windsor?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, I have
extended indefinitely the closing date of the

Riverview unit of Windsor Western Hospital.

Mr. B. Newman: Supplementary: On what
basis did the minister originally decide that

he was going to phase out and close the hos-

pital?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: There is a very lengthy

history to the Riverview situation, which goes
back into the 1960s. The original order was
sent over the signature of the deputy minister,

I think, in early 1976.

Mr. S. Smith: Brings back memories, does

it?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: My own decision was
based on the thorough report that was pre-

pared by the district health council as to how
the earlier decision could be implemented—
and I emphasize that it is "how," because the

decision was taken by the ministry—and on a

personal examination of all of the hospitals
and hospital units in Windsor.

Mr. Cooke: Supplementary: I would like to

ask the Minister of Health if he ever recon-

sidered the closure of Riverview hospital; and
if he did why did he make statements to the

press to the contrary?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I'm sorry. Made what
statements to the press?

Mr. Cooke: Statements to the press that the

minister never did reconsider his predecessor's
decision.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: This is something that

concerned me in some of the articles I read.

Let me make something clear: When I went
into the ministry there was hanging over, if

you will that unit of that hospital—it is not a

hospital; it is a unit of a hospital—the order

to close by the end of March.

Mr. Wildman: The shadow of death.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Since the district health

council report was not completed and the in-

dications were it would not be completed
until about the middle of April and since I

wanted an opportunity obviously to review
that report and to allow for reactions to it

from whatever source, then I extended the

date until the end of September.
I would have to say that in going to Wind-

sor, as I did on April 15, to receive person-

ally the report of the health council and per-

sonally to tour Riverview hospital-

Mr. Nixon: It's only a unit!

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: —and in going to Wind-
sor in the summer of this year to view the

other hospitals and the other unit of Windsor

Western, I was trying to keep the most open
possible mind on the subject.

Mr. S. Smith: Before the election.
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Hon. Mr. Timbrell: I wasn't trying to play

any games on this.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That wasn't

part of tiie original question.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: What it still comes

down to in the final analysis is that so long
as there is empty space in the other hospitals,

so long as we face the kind of problems with

the availability of capital dollars in this prov-
ince—I have to tell the hon. members that

the list of capital wishes, if you will, from

all of the hospitals in the province totals

something in the order of $700 million to

$800 million, and in this current year we
have $100 million to meet that.

Mr. Cooke: That's not the question. That's

not what I asked.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: So long as there is

empty space in other hospitals, I cannot in

all good conscience possibly consider either

approving a new hospital or letting con-

tinue, without some action, a duplication of

expenditure in effect.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Do I un-

derstand that the minister is saying that when
empty space exists in certain hospitals he
will necessarily move to fill that space even
if it means having to duplicate specialized

facilities, such as rehabilitation facilities that

are at the Riverview unit? Is he going to

fill space with any kind of duplicated facili-

ties? Surely he didn't mean to say that?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, it is

obvious from the question the hon. member
hasn't read either the task force report or the

report of the district health council. If he'll

look into it, he'll find out that what is pro-

posed is a splitting up of the 120 beds at

present at the Riverview unit, the majority to

go to the IODE of Windsor Western—where
there is already a chronic program under the

same administration, under the same
philosophy—and other beds to go to other hos-

pitals that are at present operating-

Mr. S. Smith: Which will have to duplicate
the rehabilitation facility.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: No, no, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Bounsall: Supplementary: Inasmuch as

the committee of the district health council

that studied chronic care recommended that

Riverview be kept open until new facilities

were built, and since Riverview hospital—
from its own funds; not from any ministry
funds—is willing to build a 120-bed, entirely
new unit geared to chronic care; surely the

minister, under those conditions, would rather
see that done than have a lengthy court

battle over the keeping open of the River-

view unit?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, first of

all, the task force did not recommend the

maintenance of Riverview until the new unit

is opened. It indicated that that would be its

preference, but given the fact that the ministry
had directed that the Riverview unit be

closed, which decision was made in recogni-
tion of the fact that space was available-

Mr. Cassidy: They are puppets, then.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell:—at significant savings
in operating costs through the closure of the

Riverview unit and the amalgamations into

IODE and into the other hospitals in the

area-

Mr. Cooke: That was your decision, not

theirs.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: That's the ministry's
decision and it should not be pinned on
the district health council, as some members
over there tried—and in fact I think you're
the one who tried. That was the ministry's
decision and we'll take full responsibility
for it.

Mr. Bounsall: You are still wrong.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: The health council's

responsibility was to show how that could

be done, and in that regard they did an
excellent job.

As far as the second part of the question
is concerned, the reason again comes back
to the fact that notwithstanding—and I don't

believe the offer has been made for the total

cost; the offer that was made at a meeting
I had in the summer in Windsor was some-

thing of the order of $4 million—notwith-

standing that, it would mean additional oper-

ating expenses. The experience of the ministry
is that for every dollar you spend this year
on capital expenditures for a new facility,

between now and two years from now you
will spend an equal amount in operating ex-

penses. In other words, it's a relationship of

50 cents to every dollar of capital, which

goes on forever and has to be a major con-
sideration in looking ahead to the future

facilities.

VISITOR

Mr. Speaker: Before I recognize the hon.
member for Beaches-Woodbine, could we
have these bright lights turned off, now
that there are no television cameras in opera-
tion? While I'm on my feet, I would like to

bring to the attention of members that His

Excellency Mario Gomez D'Ayala, the Presi-

dent of the Legislative Assembly of the

Compania region in Italy, is in our galleries.
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Would you join me in welcoming him,
please?

REED PAPER

Ms. Bryden: Mr. Speaker, I have a question
of the Minister of the Environment. Can the

minister tell us why he has apparently de-
cided not to appeal the court decision which
imposed pinprick fines of $1,000 for each of

five counts against Reed Limited for dis-

charging contaminants into the Wabigoon
River last year, when the maximum fines pro-
vided in the legislation for a first offence
are $5,000 per count?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, we are still

waiting for the transcript of that decision.

Mr. Lewis: Still?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes.

Mr. Breithaupt: It might be a little late

to appeal,

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I would assume we would
have to have formal notification of the
decision and the reasons for the decision.

There are some problems regarding how he
arrived at the decision in the first place and
also some of his comments regarding the
amount of the fine for the five different

counts. So we want to have that before
we make any decision to appeal.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: When the
minister receives the transcript of the judge's
decision, will he also look at the judge's

comments, some of which have been reported
in the paper, regarding the ambiguities in the
Act and the amending practices followed by
the government for this Environmental Pro-
tection Act which make it difficult to imple-
ment the principle that polluters must pay for

the damage done to the environment?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: The judge's comments were
in respect to the control order. He was of the
view that as long as a control order is in

existence we shouldn't take action against
the company, although it's obvious that the

company cannot meet the requirements of the
control order. That is something my ministry
is disputing, as far as those comments are

concerned, and that would be one of the

grounds for an appeal.

Secondly, any clarification or clearing up
of any ambiguity can be done by some simple
changes in regulations. Certainly we can
do that even without waiting for a copy of
the transcript or appealing.

Mr. Foulds: Is the minister not aware that
the judge directed some of his comments to

ambiguity in the actual legislation—at least

as they were reported in the press—and
would he take notice of those very carefully

When reading the transcript? Secondly, is

his instinct to go along with the judgement
the lawyer who pursued the case for the

ministry, to appeal the case, as he has been

reported to have said to the press in

Thunder Bay on the radio media?

Mr. Roy: If you wait to read the transcript,

you'll be out of time on your appeal.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes; and I would think

that the lawyer who attended on our behalf

would naturally have that feeling, he wanted
a bigger fine.

Mr. Roy: He was a finer, was he?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: He wanted at least five

figures.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: There's no question that

the amount is small after preparing for a

case and sitting on a case taking at least

three months of his time. So he's bound to

have reacted that way. As the member for

Ottawa East will tell you, any good lawyer
will act that way,

Mr. Roy: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Even if he doesn't get his

fees.

Mr. Roy: Depending on the size of the

retainer, of course.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: After talking to him, I must

say that was my immediate reaction as well.

BEAN CROP
Mr. Riddell: I have a question of the

Minister of Agriculture and Food. Just as a

prelude to my question, I hope the minister

didn't sell any of this year's white bean crop
to Japan or other countries he visited.

In the interests of the White bean indus-

try in Ontario, what assistance might be

forthcoming to those processors, including
the Ontario Bean Growers Co-op, for beans

they have sold that they do not have and are

not likely to get because of the weather
conditions which have prevailed, and which
I understand will be continuing for some

period of time; or are we going to let them

go bankrupt the way we did some of the

meat-packing plants that I think we could

have helped had we stepped in at the time?

Mr. Conway: Give them the member for

Middlesex (Mr. Eaton) in a trade.

Hon. W. Newman: In answer to the mem-
ber's question, I realize the serious problem
the white bean producers have had this fall

because of the harvesting conditions. The
latest report I have as of this morning is

that there will be approximately 600,000
bags available because of the change of the
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regulations to allow the darker coloured bean
to be graded No. 1.

Mr. Riddell: There have been 850,000
sold.

Hon. W. Newman: I realize that the bean
boar! through the various brokers has for-

ward-sold 800,000 bags of beans—closer to

900,000. I understand the domestic market
will be all right, I understand the UK market
will probably be all right; it will be the

other markets that we will be concerned

about. The question is whether the govern-
ment—and we are looking into this now—
should be responsible for buying up con-

tracts that the private sector people took with

those people. Taking into consideration that

only 60 per cent of the white bean crop was
covered by crop insurance—40 per cent was

not covered by crop insurance—should we be

trying to help those people out or should we
be looking at ways to help out the producers
across the province, not only in white beans

but in many other crops that have suffered

severely because of wet weather in the last

month?

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

<Mr. Lewis: I thought the Minister of Con-

sumer and Commercial Relations (Mr. Gross-

man) handled himself well.

[4:45]

Mr. Speaker: Petitions.

REPORTS

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE

Mr. Mancini from the standing resources

development committee presented the com-
mittee's report which was read as follows

and adopted:

Your committee begs to report the follow-

ing bill with certain amendments:

Bill1

22, An Act to amend the Labour

Relations Act.

Your committee further recommends that

an industrial inquiry commission as proposed
by the Ministry of Labour should be estab-

lished.

MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY
AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Hon. Mr. Norton presented the report of

the Ministry of Community and Social Serv-

ices for the fiscal year 1976-77.

MOTIONS

APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY CHAIRMAN
Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, as members

of the House will know the member for

Simcoe East (Mr. G. E. Sp-ith) has assumed
the duties of a parliamentary assistant and
he has therefore resigned as deputy chair-

man of the committees of the whole House.

Perhaps I could take this point to say that

all members are sorry to see him leave but
wish him well in his new responsibilities.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that die member
for Wilson Heights (Mr. Rotenberg) be ap-

pointed deputy chairman of the committees

of the whole House for this session.

Motion agreed to.

HOUSE SITTINGS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that unless other-

wise ordered, the House will not meet in the

chamber on Wednesdays for this session.

Mr. Roy: Oh, come on. Not that again.

Motion agreed to.

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTIONS

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that the following

substitutions be made on the following com-
mittees :

The standing social development commit-

tee: Mr. Rowe for Mr. Baetz; Mrs. Campbell
for Mr. Van Home.
The standing resources development com-

mittee: Mr. Davidson for Mr. Stokes; Mr.

McNeil for Mr. Johnson; Mr. Rollins for Mr.

Belanger; Mr. Turner for Mr. Eaton; Mr.

Yakabuski for Mr. Ashe; Mr. Riddell for Mr.

Mancini.

The standing administration of justice com-
mittee: Mr. Baetz for Mr. Grossman; Mr.

Eaton for Mr. Turner; Mr. Handleman for

Mr. Drea; Mr. Warner for Mr. Renwick.

The standing general government commit-

tee: Mr. Belanger for Mr. Rotenberg; Mr.

Hodgson for Mr. Hennessy; Mr. G. E. Smith

for Mr. McCague.
The standing public accounts committee:

Mr. Cureatz for Mr. Hennessy; Mr. Handle-

man for Mr. Drea; Mr. Leluk for Mr. Gross-

man.

The standing members services committee:

Mr. Eaton for Mr. Ashe; Mr. Gregory for Mr.

Hodgson.
The standing statutory instruments commit-

tee: Mr. Hennessy for Mr. Cureatz; Mr. John-
son for Mr. Rotenberg.

The Ombudsman committee: Ms. Gigantes
for Mr. Renwick.

Motion agreed to.
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 59, An Act to reform the Law respecting

Property Rights and Support Obligations be-

tween Married Persons and in other Family
Relationships.

Motion agreed to.

CHILDREN'S LAW REFORM ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 61, An Act to reform the Law respecting
the Status of Children.

Motion agreed to.

SUCCESSION LAW REFORM ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 60, An Act to reform the Law respecting
Succession to the Estates of Deceased Persons.

Motion agreed to.

MARRIAGE ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of

Bill 62, An Act to revise the Marriage Act.

Motion agreed to.

SURROGATE COURTS
AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved first reading of
Bill 65, An Act to amend the Surrogate
Courts Act.

Motion agreed to.

PRIVATE ROAD ACCESS ACT
Mr. Maeck moved first reading of Bill 63,

An Act respecting Motor Vehicle Access to

Property by Private Road.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Maeck: Mr. Speaker, this bill is de-

signed to protect the interests of a person who
is dependent upon a single private road for

motor vehicle access to his property. A per-
son who wishes to close a private road may
do so upon obtaining a court order or by
meeting one of the other exceptions Set out
in this particular bill. The bill does not affect

rights of ownership of land, but it contem-
plates that in the case of a dispute concern-

ing property rights the road will remain
open until the rights of the parties are deter-

mined, unless circumstances arise that justify
the making of a closing order.

SMALL BUSINESS ACT
Mr. Eakins moved first reading of Bill 64,

An Act respecting Small Business in Ontario.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Eakins: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

this bill is to provide for the preservation
and expansion of small business enterprises in

Ontario. The bill provides for government
efforts relating to tendering policy, subcon-

tracting, research and development, and small

business co-operatives as a means of providing

support for a small business enterprise.

EDUCATION AMENDMENT ACT
Mr. Stong moved first reading of Bill 66,

An Act to amend the Education Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, this bill defines

compulsory school age and special education,

guarantees every child of compulsory school

age a right to an education, and transfers the

establishing of special education programs
from the discretion to the duty of a school

board.

LABOUR RELATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Stong moved first reading of Bill 67,

An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, this bill defines

hospital pharmacists and establishes a bar-

gaining unit of hospital pharmacists as an

appropriate unit for collective bargaining.

LABOUR RELATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Cassidy moved first reading of Bill 68,

An Act to amend the Labour Relations Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, this is a simple

bill, which is designed to preserve the collec-

tive bargaining rights of employees of a

business that has relocated. It also gives those

employees the right to transfer to the new
location rather than being left both without

job security and without bargaining rights as

is the case under the present legislation.

[5:00]

LABOUR RELATIONS AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Breaugh moved first reading of Bill

69, An Act to amend the Labour Relations

Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Breaugh: Mr. Speaker, the purpose of

this bill is to prevent the hiring of strike-

breakers and to control access to a work

premises that is affected by a strike or a

lockout. The bill prohibits an employer from

hiring or using the services of a person to
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do the work of an employee who is on strike

or locked out. When a legal picket line is

established, access to the work premises is

limited to persons specifically authorized by
the bill. The bill further defines the role of

the police during a lawful strike or lockout.

It is the duty of the police officer, stationed

at a place of work where a picket line is

assembled, to ensure that no unauthorized

person enters that place of work. Any un-

authorized person entering that place of work
or doing the work of an employee on strike

or lockout is liable to proceedings under the

Petty Trespass Act.

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, before the

orders of the day, I wish to remind members
of the House that the standing committee
on resources development will meet this

evening at 8 to consider the estimates of the

Ministry of Labour and other committee

meetings as set out in the orders on page
six.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS
Hon. Mr. Welch: Also, before the orders

of the day, I wish to table the answers to

questions 16, 17, 19 and 22 standing on
the notice paper. [See Appendix B].

ORDERS OF THE DAY
House in committee of supply.

ESTIMATES, MINISTRY OF
THE SOLICITOR GENERAL

Mr. Chairman: The committee will now
consider the estimates of the Solicitor General
and as this is the first meeting of the com-
mittee of supply in this session I would just
like to remind the members, and particularly
the new members, that it has been the way
of operation in the past to have the minister
lead off, to have the critic of each opposition
party make an opening statement and then
the minister would reply. So at this time I

call on the Solicitor General for any opening
remarks.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man, I would first ask leave of the com-
mittee, if I may proceed to the front benches
here—a place I am not used to sitting—so that
I may have the closer advice of some of my
staff. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

In commencing my estimates I would, of

course, like to take a minute to pay tribute

to the retiring Speaker of the House, the
member for Northumberland, (Mr. Rowe) for

the very patient way he has handled this

difficult House, for his kindly manner and, of

course, he is always the gentleman. I some-
times think if the members of the House
had been as gentlemanly as the Speaker was,
we might have made his lot a lot easier. I

understand that he will be back tomorrow
and we will welcome him at that time; but

since this was my first opportunity to pay
that tribute, I wanted to do so.

As for the newly-appointed Speaker today
—the member for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes)
—we all know him as a no-nonsense man,
a man who is always firm yet always fair. I

am sure he is going to bring to this House
some of the decorum that it has lost in the

last few sessions. I hope when he lays down
a rule that there will be a ban on coffee

drinking and such nefarious practices as that,

I hope he will also lay down a ban on the

abuse of ministers and the Solicitor General
in particular. We'll wait to see what comes
up.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate you on your
retention of office. I do not know whether
that is the proper thing to do on this occasion

or not but knowing what a good job you
have done I am pleased you have seen fit to

remain in office. And, of course, I compliment
the member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Roten-

berg) on his appointment as your deputy.
As you have said, these are the first of

the estimates of the Justice policy field to

be presented at this renewed session. I know
there will be the other four ministers to

follow—that is, the Attorney General, Con-
sumer and Commercial Relations, Correctional

Services and, finally, the policy field.

I'd like to take just a moment to say,

dealing with the estimates of the Solicitor

General, I am looking forward to the co-

operation of the critic from the Liberal Party,

the member for York Centre (Mr. Stong) and
of the NDP, the member for Dovercourt

(Mr. Lupusella). I hope I will be able to

exdhange certain information with them,
not just in regard to estimates but, more par-

ticularly, in some of the legislation I hope to

bring forward in this short term. We will

need their co-operation to get it passed

through the House. I hope to have an oppor-

tunity to discuss it with both those critics in

order that it might be expedited, or at least

to find those positions in which we are on

common ground and, on that basis, certain

legislation might be brought forward which

we might not be able to do if it was con-

tentious and had a long passage scheduled
for it.

I would like to present to you a review
of the various programs and activities con-
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tained in the estimates for the Ministry of

the Solicitor General during 1977. Last year

the ministry continued to take initiative in the

related areas of law enforcement and public

protection, which are always high priority

with the government of Ontario. This is

demonstrated through numerous programs-

Mr. Nixon: You sound like Phil Givens.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: He is now one of the

chief administrators of justice in the Metro-

politan Toronto area and I know that the

former member of this House, Mr. Givens,

will serve well and already he is making
his mark.

Mr. Nixon: Got any more of those

vacancies?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We might look around
for a few, if you are interested. We are

always looking for good people and, wherever
we find them and whenever we find them,
we are glad to put them in positions of

trust.

Mr. Lawlor: You're doing a little soft-soap-

ing now.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: What I wanted to say,
before I was interrupted so politely, was that

the high priority which Justice has is demon-
strated through numerous programs, many
of which are concerned with the strong and
consistent support of policing in this province
of Ontario.

The program of fiscal restraint continues

in all sectors of the economy and has re-

quired tighter control over budgets. Never-

theless, the cost of policing continues to in-

crease. To maintain an effective level of

policing, economies have been made wherever

possible without adversely affecting public
service. That is not always easy to do. We
must try to constrain our expenditures and
yet, as I say, policing is one of our prime
responsibilities. We certainly don't want to

see any reduction in the standard of policing
across this province.
The economic constraints being exercised

at both the provincial and municipal levels

require a co-operative effort to provide On-
tario with the policing services it requires.
At the same time, provision must also be
made for special assignments. The security
arrangements made for the 1976 Olympics
are an example of a large-scale operation
which required a good deal of planning and
execution involving a large number of man-
hours and the use of equipment.
The introduction of two-man police cars on

some shifts has also required a reallocation
of resources and some programs have been
affected. I note the change there is "some
shifts." We certainly don't have universal

two-man police cars in this province. But the

police are attempting to put it in where they
feel wisdom dictates they should do so.

During 1976 the Ministry of the Solicitor

General took the initiative in a number of

areas where changes could be introduced so

that the policing resources can be applied
with a greater return on the investment. For

example, the increase in volume of minor
traffic offences and parking violations some-
times calls for an overly large amount of

police activity related to the comparatively
minor nature of the offences. This is especially
so when compared with other important areas

such as criminal intelligence, crime preven-
tion and enforcement of more serious and
more complicated types of offences.

In co-operation with the ministries of the

Attorney General, Consumer and Commercial

Relations, and Transportation and Com-
munications, our ministry has been working
on systems and techniques to provide the basis

for effective enforcement of minor traffic

offences. They will permit the police officers

and equipment to be used on other tasks. This

will help improve the level of service of

policing in many areas.

It is also hoped that changes can be intro-

duced which will help reduce the amount of

time spent by police officers attending courts

as witnesses. I hope we will get into that a

little more deeply when we get further on

into our estimates. But we certainly are doing
all we can, or at least we have a plan to do

all we can, to reduce the amount of police

time that is required on these minor offences

and in appearing in courts often when the

defendants don't appear.

The Ministry of the Solicitor General assists

the police forces by implementing a variety

of safety programs. Through the Ontario Pro-

vincial Police, which is the third largest de-

ployed force in North America and acknowl-

edged as one of the best, policing is provided
in all areas of the province. Increased em-

phasis has recently been placed on improved
training, communications systems, Indian re-

serve policing, northern fly-in patrols and
crime prevention activities.

Additional facilities and an expanded cur-

riculum at the Ontario Police College have

meant even better instruction for junior ranks

and senior officers. The Ontario Police Com-
mission works in co-operation with forces in

a variety of ways to maintain high-quality

uniform law enforcement. The use of a wide

range of computerized, investigative and en-

forcement techniques is of great and growing
value in fighting crime.

As part of our responsibility, my ministry
has been continually alert to the problem of
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organized crime in Ontario and has directed

effective efforts to contain this type of

activity. An excellent example is the joint

forces operation, where two or more police
forces aid each other in a concerted effort to

deal with a particular organized crime prob-
lem that has been identified.

The success of the RCMP, the OPP and
local police forces through joint force oper-
ations, with continuing assistance from the

Ontario Police Commission, demonstrates the

ability of various police units to co-operate.
The JFOs have been operative since 1966,
with an intensified effort since 1973.

Organized crime encompasses so many dif-

ferent types of criminal activity involving

widely varying numbers of people that our
methods to contain it must be kept at maxi-
mum efficiency. To be effective, our intel-

licence methods must be carried out quietly.

Last spring, a meeting was held by senior

officials from my ministry, the Ministry of

the Attorney General, the OPP, the RCMP
and the Metropolitan Toronto Police. Their
unanimous opinion was that a public inquiry
into organized crime would not be in the

public interest. Such an inquiry would cer-

tainly impair the effectiveness of police in-

vestigations which rely on undercover and
surveillance activities that cannot be made
public.

As these knowledgeable people pointed

out, they have not had great difficulty in

identifying major crime figures; the problem
is in gathering appropriate evidence to arrest

and convict such individuals. I am, therefore,

not prepared to recommend that a public

inquiry into organized crime in Ontario be
held at this time.

[5:15]

That is not to say that at some time there

may not be some service to the province that

can be given by having such an inquiry. But
it is the kind of inquiry that I think we want
to keep away from and use as a last resort.

Nobody is charged with a crime at that point,

yet you bring them into a tribunal of sorts

and ask them all kinds of questions. We
talked about the protection of individual

rights. It seems to me that almost Star

Chamber type of inquiry is something that we
may have to use, but certainly don't want to

use, unless, as I say, it's a last resort.

Therefore, I am not prepared to recom-
mend that a public inquiry into organized
crime in Ontario be held at this time. We
will continue, however, to make the public
aware of the dangers of organized crime

but not through the medium of public
inquiry.

What is urgently required are the people
and the advanced systems to tackle the grow-
ing sophistication of modern criminals,

especially those in organized crime. My min-

istry has increased its investigation activities,

the most effective way to contain the prob-
lem. Existing joint operations have been ex-

panded involving the major police forces in

the province. In addition, the special services

division of the OPP has developed substan-

tially increased criminal intelligence and! in-

vestigative operations in which other major
forces participate.

Other ongoing activities include develop-
in t uniform standards of recruitment and

performance, assisting forces in budgeting
and control analysis, assisting record systems
efficiency, handling appeals in discipline

matters, maintaining a suspended driver con-
trol system with direct financial assistance

from the province.
We also continue to provide financing help

to municipalities to maintain their level of

policing. Per capita grants to municipal
police forces were increased 25 per cent from
$8 to $10 as of April 1. Per capita grants
for policing to regional forces have also been
increased 25 per cent from $12 to $15.

We instituted a management development
program for senior officers of the Ontario
Provincial Police which was continued for

six months on a rotating basis. The course
will serve as a possible model for applications
on a province-wide basis. The short-term

management development program is de-

signed to identify and train potential future

managers to meet the expected rate of re-

tirement from the force's management ranks.

The program consists of a series of 22
courses on a wide range of managerial skills.

The design of a long-term management
development program for all ranks up to staff

superintendent began in 1975, as an exten-

sion of the short-term training program.
Because of the need to include management
education into a structured promotional
system, a new process had to be developed
to measure individual performance, training
and promotion. To achieve this, a revised

promotional process was designed and im-

plemented in 1976. Some improved super-

visory courses have been prepared by the

Ontario Police Commission.

IThe Indian policing service of the Ontario
Provincial Police continued to expand and
be improved. This program combines the use
of regular OPP personnel and Indian band
constables to carry out necessary law en-

forcement duties on the reserves. The OPP
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administers the program, acts in a super-

visory role and provides the required

vehicles and related equipment. The band

constable program employs people from

various Indian reserves in the province who
are appointed special constables. They carry

out all law enforcement duties on their

reserves. We have 71 special Indian con-

stables in the program. They are located on

reserves from Walpole Island in the west to

St. Regis in the east and as far north as

settlements along the shores of Hudson Bay.
In addition to this program, regular force

personnel carry out law enforcement duties

on Indian reserves and settlements where
there are yet no band constables.

We maintain regular detachments on the

Grassy Narrows reserve and sub-detachments

on the Shoal Lake and Islington reserves.

For these programs we employ two aircraft

to patrol the northeast and northwest of the

province. A crew uses an Otter aircraft

stationed at South Porcupine to patrol the

northeast section. It flies up the coast of

James Bay and Hudson Bay and visits the

communities there. The northwest fly-in

patrol uses a Beaver aircraft out of Sioux

Lookout. It visits 22 isolated Indian com-
munities in the far north.

Members of the force visit the reserves as

community police. We believe that to be

effective, OPP personnel must be accepted as

integral members of the northern communities.

So, rather than fly in to answer complaints

onlv, they patrol on a regular schedule. Our
Indian policing programs have met with great
success and we are constantly modifying them
to improve the services.

During 1976 the OPP was very busy with

security arrangements for the summer Olym-
pics at Kingston. This involved a great deal

of our manpower and equipment. They were
also very much involved in planning for the

royal visit made during the games. The fact

that there were no untoward incidents during
these events speaks highly for the efficiency
of not only OPP but also that of the Canadian

Joint Security Forces.

The OPP responded to the increasing use
of citizen band radios. A pilot project was
conducted to study the potential of CB radio

as a further medium of public access to

police. Signs are now posted along Highway
401 between London and Milton, advising
that the OPP is monitoring the emergency
channel 9. Over this channel OPP personnel
respond to reports by citizens of accidents,

congested traffic and other emergencies. Our
study of the use of CB radio to assist the

public will continue and the plan is to ex-

pand it to provide province-wide coverage.

Turning to the coroners office, the chief

coroner's office of forensic pathology and our

highly regarded Centre of Forensic Sciences

provide vital scientific and medical-legal in-

vestigation services. The coroner's office has

increased its regional program by appointing
three new regional coroners, located at Belle-

ville, Bracebridge and Parry Sound. This

brings the program of regional coroners to six

appointments. These new regional coroners

are functioning very well and taking over a

number of investigations and, of course, they

are the ones who handle most of the difficult

inquiries.

I have a particularly keen personal interest

in the relatively new Act administered by the

coroner's office, the Human Tissue Gift Act.

Dr. Cotnam tells me that transplant and re-

search surgeons throughout the province

strongly support the aims of the Human Tis-

sue Gift Act. During the first three months

of this year, the number of pituitary glands
collected for growth hormone increased in

Ontario to 1,619, an increase of about one

third over last year. A similar increase has

been achieved with eye donations. However,
there is still at present a deficit in the num-
ber of eyes, kidneys and pituitary glands

being donated. We hope to turn this situation

fully around within the next few years

through our collective efforts.

Mr. Chairman: There are a number of

private conversations going on and I think it's

difficult to hear. Would hon. members keep
it to a minimum, please?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

I know this is a little tedious in parts, but the

part I'm dealing with now should have the

interest of all of the members. I know there

has been some publicity on it lately and
some letters written about it; it's a program
with little public support, and that's what is

needed so that we can serve all of our con-

stituents and particularly those in need of

medical assistance.

A number of exciting and useful projects

have been initiated recently with regard to

the Act. The ministry has arranged with the

Ministry of Transportation and Communica-
tions to add the name and address of On-
tario's chief coroner to the consent form on
the back of each new Ontario driver's licence

mailed out. This will enable everyone who
wishes further information about the Human
Tissue Gift Act to write directly to Dr.

Cotnam.
A memo to all chiefs of police throughout

Ontario was sent recently by the chief coron-

er, requesting police chiefs to ask their officers

to search for the consent form of any victim
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of sudden and unexpected death in their

jurisdictions. Naturally, coroners and patholo-

gists are also reminded to do the same.

By 1978, 4.5 million consent forms will

have been mailed out to Ontario's licensed

drivers. After that, about 1.5 million new
licences a year will be mailed to Ontario

drivers. These people constitute a huge pool
of potential organ donors. Steps are also being
taken to make general consent forms more

widely available and to reach those people
who do not hold driver's licences.

To help increase the number of donors, the

coroner's office is now in the process of pro-

ducing a new brochure to explain to the

public the goals and benefits of the Human
Tissue Gift Act. The brochure will be in

English, French and Italian and will answer

the common questions about the Act. It will

hopefully help to dispel some of the common
fears or misconceptions the public may have.

We are also considering using radio and tele-

vision messages in an intensive yet low-cost

information campaign aimed at increasing

public co-operation with the organ retrieval

program. I say we depend for the success of

this program on an informed and sympathetic
public. They are the key factor.

As there are many communities in northern

Ontario where immediate fire protection is

impractical and as there is a need to find a

means of reducing the number of fire fatalities,

the office of the fire marshal is conducting
an educational program throughout the north.

In conjunction with this program, the fire

marshal is encouraging the installation of

smoke detection devices which, if properly

maintained, are effective in giving early

warning to residents sufficient to enable them
to escape from danger. That program is ad-

ministered by the Ministry of Northern Affairs,

but we are doing our best to advertise it and

put it forward.

The detection devices provided under this

program are not meant as a protection of

property but for the saving of lives. The de-

vices purchased under this plan are listed as

products of combustion detectors by Under-
writers' Laboratories of Canada. Once pur-

chased, installation and maintenance of de-

tectors are up to individual homeowners. By
making funds available for such devices it

is hoped that the government can help save
lives of northern residents living in isolated

homes distant from a fire department. But
when talking about saving lives of northern

residents, when I am speaking around the

province I am also saying that these are

ideal units for any home, whether they're
in the northern part of the province or in

the city of Hamilton or downtown Ottawa
or any other place.

In 1976, a regional fire prevention school

was conducted at Thunder Bay and other

types of training were provided to 637 fire-

fighters in 66 training sessions. In that year,
a great deal of effort was directed towards

establishing pilot fire department projects
and other services to unorganized communi-
ties. The normal training programs are con-

tinuing in 1977. In addition, regional fire-

fighting schools took place at Sioux Lookout
and Marathon. Regional fire prevention
schools have also been held at the request
of municipal councils. Fire services advisers
conducted 23 municipal fire protection sur-

veys in 1976. Twenty-six surveys have already
been completed this year. These surveys
evaluate present fire protection services and,
where improvements are desirable, specific
recommendations are made to council.

The ministry is involved with a number of

public awareness programs. These are de-

signed to help the general public gain a
better understanding of crime and to motivate
the public to help in crime prevention. The
ministry office provides a media program to

support the continuing efforts of the Ontario
Provincial Police in this regard. The OPP is

very effectively involved in police-community
relations and crime prevention as part of its

regular law enforcement programs. Six tele-

vision public service announcements advising
citizens of practical methods of crime pre-
vention were produced by the ministry office

and distributed to 35 television stations

throughout the province. Fire prevention
methods are demonstrated in eight fire-

prevention public service announcements pro-
duced in both English and French and dis-

tributed to all television stations in Ontario.

We produced a half-hour motion picture

designed to help reduce crime among young
people between 16 and 20 years of age. This
new film portrays the consequences of actions

by youth, the future significance of a criminal

record and the social disadvantages of such
a life.

A print of this youth crime prevention film

is held at every OPP detachment for local

showings. As well, the ministry distributes

the film for public showings which has
stimulated widespread interest among police
forces and social agencies.

To date, we have received requests for

screening of it by more than 70 organizations

in Canada and the United States. Prints of

the movie have been purchased for their

own use by about 25 outside agencies across

the continent, including the federal govern-
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ment, the RCMP and various governmental
and civic groups.

[5:30]

Twenty radio messages on the subject of

practical fire prevention and water safety

were produced and distributed to 36 English
and French radio stations throughout Ontario.

As a matter of interest, it is the policy of my
ministry to issue news releases, broadcast an-

nouncem°nts and publications in both French
and English. By doing this, we hope to en-

sure that both official language groups in the

province are adequately informed about
matters related to law enforcement and public

safety.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my review

of some of the highlights of the Solicitor

General's estimates. I look forward, sir, to the

discussions of these items in more detail as

they are brought forward and, once more,
conspatulations on your continuing position
in the office of chairman.

Mr. Chairman: The member for York
Centre.

Mr. Stong: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Initially, I would join with my colleague, the

minister, in congratulating you on your con-

tinued success as Chairman and also take this

opportunity to add my support and con-

PTatulations to the new Speaker-elect of the

House.
I would also like to take this opportunity,

since I am the new critic for the Solicitor

General, in preparing myself in this area of

criticism, I would like to thank him for

suoplying me with the material that he is

relying on in these statistics in order to pre-

pare myself.
I think there are two ideas that I would

like to weave into our review of the Solicitor

General's office and his ministry at this time,

and the first would be in keeping with a state-

ment in his opening address that his ministry
is requiring tighter controls over budgets.

Perhaps we can demonstrate throughout this

exercise that the Ministry of the Solicitor

General can be combined with the Ministry
of Correctional Services, thereby eliminating
some of the bureaucracy that must be over-

burdening the government and the taxpayer.

Mr. Nixon: And one of the ministers. Which
one?

Mr. Stong: I might also sav that in my re-

view of the material supplied to me, I ques-
tion the need—perhaps it's redundant—for the

Justice policy secretariat. I question whether
it has any purpose at all, in view of the

already existing Ministries of the Solicitor

General and Attorney General. Keeping in

mind those two themes that I would like

interwoven into this criticism and into the

review of the Solicitor General's estimates, I

would like to keep in mind the following

points:
It seems to me the first consideration that

we must have when we are considering the

estimates of the Solicitor General is attitudes

of the public towards crime and crime in-

crease. Certain types of crime in particular

are perceived as increasing, although last

week we received statistics indicating that

crime had decreased. I question, in fact, how
those statistics are arrived at.

I question this ministry, and I will direct

more specific questions on the individual votes

in this area, whether, in fact, these statistics

are based on the number of charges laid—

we know that out of any given situation the

police can lay duplicate charges or triplicate

charges arising out of the same situation, per-

haps with the intention of enticing a guilty

plea to a lesser included offence—or are these

statistics derived from the number of reported
occurrences that police receive? Are they de-

rived from the number of cases heard, or are

they derived from the number of trials com-

pleted or convictions obtained?

These are statistics that are almost mean-

ingless unless we have some basis upon which

we can direct our attention and from which

we can gather some kind of approach. We
know that vandalism, for instance, is increas-

ing. This is one of the most common frustrat-

ing and puzzling criminal activities, and little

is known about it. Why does it happen, and

more importantly, how do we stop it?

In Metro Toronto in the first six months
of this year one-third of one borough's

budget to maintain bus shelters was used to

pay for damage caused by vandalism.

Twenty-five per cent of another borough's
roadside planted trees were broken or strip-

ped, and continue to be so each year. Port-

able classrooms are burned; fire hydrants are

turned on; bicycle tires or chains are thrown

at Hydro transformer stations; and countless

windows are broken in our schools and

municipal buildings,

In Metro, wilful damage to municipal

property which must be repaired or replaced

by school boards and municipal councils—

everything from picnic tables to parking
meters—cost the taxpayers more than $2

million a year. Sault Ste. Marie, for example,
has a 33-member task force to investigate

the problem of vandalism. I might say at this

point that even in York Centre, at the south-

ern part closest to the boundary of Metro,

vandalism is on the increase and is rampant.
These statistics that I quote to you incorpo-

rate that type of vandalism in that area as
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well. But Sault Ste. Marie has established a

subcommittee on damage to study the educa-
tional establishments and they report that

replacement and repair costs about $13,000 a

year out of a $1.5 million plant. In one
three-month period, 111 acts of mindless

destruction cost more than $19,000 in Payne
township. Police in the area maintain that

statistics show only the tip of the iceberg,
because much vandalism is never reported.

Also, less than 10 per cent of those respon-
sible will ever be arrested. One recent spree
of vandalism in Sarnia, for instance, cost that

city an estimated $20,000 damage.
Schools are the usual focus of attention-

breaking windows. For example, at Brennan

High School in southwestern Ontario, nearly

$3,000 in glass was destroyed in the spring
of this year. And the Windsor public school

system put a price tag of about $40,000 on
the replacement of windows. In 1975, for

example, $160,000 was spent by both city

school boards to repair damages caused by
vandalism in that area.

So there is a line that sharply divides

childish pranks and criminal activity. Un-
fortunately, it is not a line that is always
visible to many people, who get their kicks

perhaps from destroying property or find

amusement in ransacking a school or damag-
ing public property.
A second concern that I would like to

direct the committee's attention to throughout
these deliberations is a matter of concern to

the justice system, which involves the police,
the courts and the subsequent correctional

institutions. All these have been under great

pressure to keep up with the rising cost of

crime and the rising rate of crime. We all

know that our system is showing signs of

strain. In the Ottawa area the court lists are

long. In Toronto the court lists are long. Our
penal institutions are overflowing, trying to

keep up with what's happening. The police,
we know, are continually complaining about
the increasing difficulty in their jobs. The
courts have indicated they are overloaded.

In addition to the control of crime, the

reduction and the prevention of crime are

avowed aims of the criminal justice system.
It is questionable, however, that the system
has many of the characteristics that lead

logically to the achievement of these aims.

We do not really know how effective the

formal process is in deterring the public
from committing crime; but it is clear that

the stigma of arrest, the legalistic public
procedure, isolation from the community and
public labelling all diminish the chances for

normal social integration. Moreover, the high
recidivism indicates that the formal system

fails to control subsequent criminal activities,

particularly of the identified offender. At

worst, it is a primary factor conditioning sub-

sequent criminal behaviour. These two

problems, as I have outlined, indicate the

shortcomings of the criminal justice system
and the social phenomenon of crime. The
criminal justice system, as I've indicated,
is rigid, slow, expensive and inefficient. There
can be no question, in my respectful opinion,
that we must examine the system with a view
to improving it. But in light of its failures

we must also determine its limits.

When we step back to look at the criminal

justice system, we find that it is essentially

punitive in nature, yet paradoxically it is

also supposed to turn the offender on to

the paths of righteousness in order that he

may lead a decent life when he returns to

the community. But we must ask ourselves

whether it is reasonable to expect this system
to take care of all of our crime problems. It

is my respectful opinion that we must con-

sider our attitude towards crime and educate
the public towards an attitude to crime, and
that we must consider co-operation between
the Ministries of Education and Justice in

this regard.
As modern society, in my opinion, has

become increasingly functionally divided,

people have tended to leave to others the

task which they do not consider integral to

their work or family lives. Traditionally,

crime has not been perceived by the public
as an immediate problem, except in the occa-

sional outcry concerning organized crime. The

public has not taken an active interest in

crime and legislators have typically reviewed
it as a low-priority concern with a correspond-

ingly low budget.
A great many factors have been postulated

as causes of crime. At first, it was thought
that crime must have particular causes in the

same way as some diseases have. But this

view was gradually eroded by the challenges
of modern social science. It is now generally

held that the causes of crime are many and
interrelated and are wrapped up in the gen-
eral turmoil of social action. To eradicate

these causes, it is necessary to have broad-

based action. It is time for us to face the fact

that crime is a social problem, like health or

education, and as such must be a community
concern. In this respect, I point to the fact

that there must be co-operation between the

Ministries of Education and Justice.

The public is generally ill-informed about

the nature of crime and believes many myths
which impede the development of alternative

ways to deal with it. To rectify this situation,

in my respectful submission, we must not
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only inform the public about crime and its

prevention and methods of preventing it, but
we must involve the public in crime detection
and in crime prevention. It seems to me that

it is incumbent upon this ministry which con-
trols police forces to involve the police
officer in more community projects that have
him more highly visible in the communities
which he serves, for instance, walking the

beat, taking the long way home, and stopping
in playgrounds and school yards during the

holiday sessions from school. Have him at-

tend the school dances in his uniform for a

short, brief period. Give him directives to
attend the local hangouts in the communities.

For instance, I remember this summer—my
children are pretty small—one afternoon when
I was returning home from the office, a police
officer from York regional police had his

motor vehicle stopped and his door open and
he was out of his vehicle. He had five young
children sitting on the curb—three of them
were mine. He was talking to those children
as if he was someone involved in the com-
munity. My children still have not stopped
talking about Constable Anderson who stop-
ped to talk to them on the curb. He had the
time to stop his vehicle and get out of it and
speak to those children.

It seems to me that a police officer must
be seen in the community. We all know that

there's a growing attitude among our youth
which indicates itself and holds itself out as

fighting authority, particularly the authority
which the police officer and the police offi-

cer's uniform represent. We know the names
which are commonly called and directed to-

wards police officers are less than compli-
mentary. It seems to me that it is incumbent

upon this ministry to overcome that public
attitude by greater public participation.

[5:45]

While I talk about public participation, let

me direct your attention to an experimental
program that was tried in England, and I

believe it was tried in some areas in Ontario.
In the event of a crime being committed,
there was an experimental program produced
whereby Scotland Yard would get on the air-

waves indicating these were the unsolved

crimes, indicating certain aspects of the crime,
also asking for public support, also asking for

public participation, asking for witnesses, giv-
ing some of the elements of the crime and
asking tfhe public to be involved in the

apprehension.

This serves a dual purpose, in my respect-
ful opinion. First off, it will help the police.
There will be many leads, we know, that will

have to be run down that would involve

police time, probably uselessly, but it has

another factor and that is, when anyone is

contemplating a crime, particularly a young
person, prior to the commission of the crime

the possibility of apprehension must ' go
through his head. It's similar to the help-
mate program that was in effect in Toronto
here for some time but which you never hear
of any more.

All you have to do is to go to any court-

room on Monday morning in any borough in

this city and look at the list, and look across

those who are attending in court and you
will realize that most of those in attendance

charged with crimes are under 20 years of

age. That is the person we're concerned
about. When that person contemplates com-

mitting a crime—whether it be a burglary,

breaking into a house or a shop—if he is

aware that, by virtue of public participation,
his chances of being apprehended are that

much greatly increased or enhanced, he will

probably think twice about it. This is the

type of public participation to which I refer.

Likewise, it seems to me that we must con-

cern ourselves with informing those in charge
of one of the bases of crime, and that is the

study that was done in the United States two

years ago dealing with children with learning
disabilities. That study, done in three states,

of those incarcerated in penal institutions

came out with very shocking results. In those

three states, it was found that over 90 per
cent of those incarcerated suffered! from one
or more specific learning disabilities.

To wipe out the commonly-held myth that

a learning disability is equivalent to or is a

situation of mental retardation: that is not

right. That is a myth that is commonly held.

A learning disability is a real disability, but
it is a result of a correlation between the

mental processes and1 the physical or motor

activity in the human body. It can be cor-

rected through proper instruction and through
proper and specific facilities. In view of the

fact that a child with a learning disability is

passed on through his grades on a social basis,

he becomes frustrated.

I might say that a person in my riding by
the name of Rosemary Underwood has done

quite a bit of study in this area and has sup-
plied me with much information. She is a

person who is very closely attached to this

problem and can be of great assistance. It is

her finding, as a result of a paper that she

prepared, that the same statistics apply to

Ontario and there is no reason why they're
any different. Three children in each class in

Ontario suffer from a specific learning dis-

ability, some of them to greater degrees than

others, and we are not doing sufficient to
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assist these children. These children are passed
on, as I indicated, on a social basis. They get
into grades seven and eight; they cannot

read, they cannot write, they cannot compre-
hend. They cannot give out what they have
learned1

, although in most cases they are of

average or above-average intelligence. They
become frustrated. The statistics show that

they begin to act out. They cannot keep up
with their peers—they are unable—but they
are just as intelligent as their peers and they
become frustrated in their environment.

When you get a statistic of 90 per cent of

those incarcerated in penal institutions suffer-

ing from a learning disability, I think it is

incumbent upon this government, and more

specifically this ministry, to look into that

situation in Ontario and study its course.

These children may be assisted. Crime may
be prevented at an earlier stage. To me, that

is one area that this government must con-

cern itself with.

As well, there are other areas I would like

to direct the minister's attention to. One is

public relations on the part of the police.

Throughout Ontario in each community, no
matter how big or how small, we should have

incorporated the idea of "the community cop"
—the police officer who is involved with youth;
the police officer who is seen on the beat; the

police officer who attends functions that are

youth-oriented. Since the increasing rejection
of authority exists in youth, it seems that we
must direct our attention and the attention

of the police officer, whose uniform represents
that authority, towards that area of our

society.

It seems to me that we must also broaden
the scope of police training by increasing the

requirements of our police officers. We must
incorporate into our police forces, accountants,

perhaps lawyers—specific professions. All you
have to do, as I indicated before, is attend

any courthouse on a Monday morning and
look at the youths who are charged. But
what about white-collar crime, the fraud—the

type of crime that is going undetected?

Unsophisticated crime is easy to detect.

Breaking and1 entering, theft and shoplifting

by unsophisticated youths are being detected;
that is adding to our crime statistics. But it

seems to me that we have to concentrate on

upgrading the requirements for entering the

police force. We must upgrade the type of

person who is in there—I am referring to the

professional type of individual—and the public
should be made aware that these people are

employed in our police forces. Perhaps they
already are employed but the public is not
aware of it. There should be greater com-

munication of this type of situation to the

people of Ontario.

It seems to me that when we are training
our police officers the training must go be-

yond any strong-arm tactics that may be in

existence or at least which the public ordi-

narily regards the police as using in their

crime apprehension and subsequent investiga-
tion. We need more sophisticated methods,
and these methods must be communicated to

the people and particularly to the youth.

Perhaps it may be incumbent upon this par-
ticular ministry to get into our schools with
the type of program that would educate our
students with respect to how they jeopardize
their future in the event of a conviction, how
they limit their chances of progressing in the

business world and in society, how they limit

their ability to travel throughout the world
and obtain working visas and how they limit

themselves and1

jeopardize their entire lives.

It seems to me it is incumbent upon this

ministry, again in co-operation with the

Ministry of Education, to embark upon that

type of a program.
i recall—and I find them not unfounded-

some of the complaints I have received about
certain particular individuals in our police
forces. There is always a bad apple in a

barrel, and it is that bad apple that colours

the rest of the force; we know that. I view
with a jaundiced eye many of the reports
I receive, but I must relate what I saw as I

left the Canadian National Exhibition this

year with my family. I was walking out of

the Princes' Gates—it was relatively early
in the afternoon—and three police officers in

uniform had a car pulled over with the

trunk lid up. Naturally it attracted attention

because there were three police officers, a

person who was obviously the driver of that

vehicle standing outside, with his back

against the vehicle and with the trunk lid up.
I stood on the opposite corner watching out

of curiosity to see what was happening be-

cause here are three police officers in wide

vision, standing at the Canadian National Ex-

hibition Princes' Gates, probably the busiest

spot in the city of Toronto at that time and
that day.

One police officer, who was a relatively

tall police officer with a white helmet on was

obviously conducting the interview. He kept

getting closer to the individual, leaning
against the car, and his big boots were on
the toes of the individual that he was

interviewing. The man kept drawing back
his feet—he couldn't draw them back am
further—and the police officer kept getting
closer. I pointed it out to my wife. I said,

"There is something that you would think
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would not happen in full public view." I

personally witnessed that.

That is the type of thing that in my mind
is strong-arm measure and certainlv is not

a sophisticated way at all of conducting an
interview. If the officer wanted to conduct
the interview with this individual, he should

have taken him into the police station, I

would have suspected. But when strong-arm
methods like that take place at the Princes'

Gates of the Canadian National Exhibition

it seems to me that the bad apple discolours

the barrel. I am not in any way painting

police officers, because to me there is no way
I would want their job. I don't envy it, and
mo-t of the public does not. Most of the

public rely on the police officer for its

protection. But I think that in the training
of police officers, it is incumbent that we
expand the type of training that the in-

dividual man receives.

As well, the minister did make a reference

in his opening statement to organized crime.

I have more particular questions when we
get to the votes in that regard. I also alluded

to the overcharging of specific charges
which may colour statistics. But the over-

charging al'so, in my respectful submission,

clogs the courts. It is something which maybe
we should reconsider and perhaps as we get
to specific items we can delve into that more
deeply.

It seems to me that in my preparation for

these estimates, and from the police officers

I have spoken to, particularly in the York

region, it would seem—and it filters down
from the top perhaps—that the morale leaves

something to be desired. Perhaps it is be-

cause it is a young force. Perhaps it is be-

cause it is going through growing pains. I

am not sure. From the police officers I speak
to—and it doesn't seem to matter what rank

they hold or the limited years of experience

they have—the morale could be heightened.
It is incumbent upon this mimstry to delve

into those matters and, it seems to me, to

be more aware of the individual police
officer's complaints.
The individual police officer is the man or

the woman who is dealing with the public.
He or she represents the law, whether it

be at a speeding trap or an investigation of

a complaint. Insofar as that person repre-
sents the law. that person must be satisfied

in his or her job. If he or she isn't, then it is

time that this ministry began to listen more

closely to the complaints of the police

officers with respect to their working con-

ditions and with respect to the attitudes that

prevail above them in the hierarchy of the

police force.

Mr. Chairman, I notice that it is 6 o'clock

and I have a few more remarks that perhaps
could go until after supper.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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APPENDIX B

(See page 803.)

Answers to questions were tabled as fol-

lows:

16. Mr. Ziemba—Inquiry of the ministry:
Will the Minister of Revenue indicate how

many first time homebuyers grants have been

reviewed1

;
when the review of all the grants

will be completed (as recommended by the

public accounts committee); how many in-

vestigators are assigned to this review; and

how much money has been recovered to date?

Answer by the Minister of Revenue (Mrs.

Scrivener):

As at September 30, 1977 a total of 31,300

grant applications have been reviewed. Thirty-
three (33) staff are currently assigned to this

review. It is not possible to indicate the date

on which the review program will be com-

pleted. As at September 30, 1977, $1,612,000

had been collected, or secured.

17. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry:

What research activities are being undertaken

by the Youth Secretariat to assist in the

planning and1 development of provincial em-

ployment programs for young people? What
are the major findings to date of this research?

How much is this research costing, and to

whom are its findings directed? Will the

ministry table the research reports on: (a)

analysis of applicants to the Ontario Experi-
ence program; (b) the telephone survey of

young people conducted by the Youth Secre-

tariat; (c) the mailed questionnaire to a

random sample of employers; (d) qualitative
field interviews, all undertaken as part of the

research activities concerned with provincial

employment programs for young people?
Will the ministry explain why Ontario con-

ducts no research attempting to forecast job

opportunities for young people over the

coming years. [Tabled July 7, 1977.]

Answer by the Provincial Secretary for

Social Development was tabled as a sessional

return.

19. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry:
For each month from January, 1974 to the

present, what was the total amount spent by
the provincial government and its agencies to

purchase advertising time or space and for

each month how much was spent for adver-

tising in: (a) daily newspapers, (b) weekly
newspapers; (c) other periodicals; (d) radio;

(e) television?

Answer by the Minister of Industry and

Tourism (Mr. Bennett):

The advertising totals in the following

summary are obtained from two sources: prior

to April 1, 1975 all figures are those sub-

mitted by each ministry, and from April 1,

1975 to date all media expenditures are those

reported by the agency-of-record through the

Ministry of Industry and Tourism communi-

cations division. (Reported in thousands of

dollars)

TOTAL YEARLY SPENDING BY MEDIA

Month
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NOTES

1. All major categories of government adver-

tising placed in the domestic media are in-

cluded in the above totals. However, per-
sonnel advertising placed through the

Civil Service Commission is not.

2. International advertising, in the United
States and overseas, accounts for the fol-

lowing yearly additions to domestic totals:

1974, $1,623.9; 1975, $1,473.7; 1976,

$2,001.2; 1977 (7 months), $1,710.1.

3. Domestic volume increases reported in

1975, 1976 and 1977 are attributable in

large part to the introduction of the two
government lottery promotions, "Wintario"
in 1975 and "The Provincial" in 1976.
For each lottery, annually, estimated ad-

vertising expenditures total between $1.5
million and $1.7 million, paid for entirely

out of the revenues generated by the

lotteries.

22. Mr. Bradley—Inquiry of the ministry:
Will the Minister of Transportation and Com-
munications undertake to provide the statistics

on the revenue derived from the Garden City
Skyway and the Burlington Skyway in the
last full year of their operation?

Answer by the Minister of Transportation
and Communications (Mr. Snow):

REVENUE
LAST FULL YEAR OF OPERATION
JANUARY TO DECEMBER 1973

INCLUSIVE

Burlington

Skyway

$2,722,217.00

Garden City

Skyway

$1,558,411.00

Total

$4,280,628.00
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

ESTIMATES, MINISTRY OF THE
SOLICITOR GENERAL

^ (continued)

Mr. Chairman: Order. Before the dinner

hour we were discussing the estimates of the

Ministry of the Solicitor General, and the

member for York Centre had the floor.

Mr. Stong: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just

before the dinner adjournment, I believe I

had ended up by recommending what, in my
opinion, is a necessary creation in the ministry
—the creation of a vehicle whereby the police-
man on the beat, the ordinary uniformed

policeman who carries with him the authority
of the province of Ontario when he presents
himself in public, would have a forum

whereby he would be understood, would have
a better relationship—a better rapport—with

the powers that be, particularly the hierarchy,
because from my interviews and my associa-

tion with the police departments a feeling of

low morale presented itself.

I must say that I've only spoken to mem-
bers of the York Regional Police, because the

police force is wholly within my riding. In

preparation for these estimates I did spend
time with that police force and with the men,
and it would seem that the discontent or the

low morale filters down from the top. In my
respectful submission to the Solicitor General,
the minister responsible for this portfolio, I

would suggest that that type of vehicle be
created whereby the men would have this

rapport which they feel is necessary.
There are two other aspects of this port-

folio to which the minister directed his atten-

tion, and our attention, in his opening re-

marks. One of them is the Centre of Forensic
Sciences. I must say that centre has played a

major role in preparing cases for our court
* systems at all three levels in the province in

Ontario, and it has done a magnificent job. If

there is any criticism I would level at it, it

is simply that there ought to be greater com-
munication between the office of the Solicitor

General and the office of the Attorney General
in respect to this particular service.

I had occasion recently to employ the serv-

ices of the forensic sciences centre in prepar-

Monday, October 17, 1977

ing a defence for a charge of dangerous driv-

ing. The defence was based simply on a blow-

out that had occurred in a tire prior to im-

pact; that was the gravamen of the defence.

I asked the forensic sciences centre to study
the tire and to determine whether in fact the

tire had blown out prior to or upon impact.

I must say that the personnel with whom I

dealt at the forensic sciences centre were

completely co-operative, except they insisted

that any information they provided for me be

provided to the Crown and to the police,

where the reverse is not true. It happened
that I was representing a client on Legal Aid,

paid for by the government of Ontario, under

the jurisdiction of the Attorney General.

It would seem to me that, in preparing for

a defence, this service should be opened up
to defence on a more equal basis and not be

subject to the requirement which restricts it

for a defence counsel or an accused who can-

not afford to avail himself of all of the facil-

ities that a Crown attorney can. Actually this

centre does a fantastic job; it is relied upon,

particularly by those who otherwise cannot

afford to avail themselves of those services.

That is the only criticism I can level. Albeit

it is a weak criticism, nevertheless it is the

type of criticism that would seem to under-

mine the principle that the government

espouses and that this House holds to; that

is, that a person is innocent until proven

guilty. In the preparation of his defence, in

my respectful submission to the minister, an

accused ought to be afforded the right not to

have to disclose his defence, particularly when

the Crown does not have to disclose all of its

material. It was the only stipulation placed on

this case. But then again I believe the reason

I was able to avail myself of the forensic

sciences centre was because my client was on

Legal Aid; if it had been otherwise, I might

have been in a position of having had to

pay for those services. I think that's an area

that ought to be reviewed and perhaps can

be streamlined.

The other area that the minister spoke

about in his opening remarks is the area of

the Fire Marshal. In preparation for these

estimates, I had occasion to speak to a con-

stituent of mine who has his own company
which services fire extinguishers. He apprised
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me of a situation regarding the type of fire

extinguisher that is in the home, the portable
fire extinguisher that is also found in industry.

In particular, we were talking about a

situation that developed at the Buttonville

airport. He had occasion to service the fire

extinguishers in that airport and found that

the portable fire extinguishers that were to

be used in the event of emergency were in-

capacitated by virtue of the fact that the

chemical inside had solidified to such an ex-

tent that they could not and would not be
able to be used. They were useless. But they
carried with them a certificate that they had
been inspected and refilled not six months
before. Under tests of pressure, a crack de-

veloped. This meant the fire extinguisher
could easily have blown up in the hands of

a user.

He recommended to me, and he demon-
strated for me what he had found: that if the

fire extinguishers sold by the industry in

some of our outlets—although they are a good
product at the time of the original sale—are
not serviced sufficiently and properly, they are

not useful at all. It turned out that the fire

extinguisher in question had been serviced

by a freelance or off-duty fireman-jhe was an

enterprising individual and no one faults him
for that—who, without the requirement of

licence, without the guidance of any regula-
tion whatsoever, was able to service this fire

extinguisher without really subjecting it to

proper pressure tests, and without investigat-

ing the content of that fire extinguisher to

ascertain its usefulness and safety. The con-
stituent who raised this matter has recom-
mended changes and we are working to-

gether on a private member's bill that I pro-

pose to introduce.

The minister was kind enough, in his open-
ing remarks, to suggest that the critics from
the opposition parties get together with him
with respect to legislation that he is propos-
ing. Perhaps, I can do the same with the

minister—meet with him on this particular
bill.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Sounds fair enough.

Mr. Stong: I am proposing that we regulate
the sale and servicing of fire extinguishers,
and this provides for even those fire ex-

tinguishers that are used in the homes, not

only those that are relegated to industry. It

is an area that people are unaware of, but
it is one of those things where, in the event
of an emergency, a person might pick up the

type of apparatus and have it blow up in
his face or not work at all when it's required.

It seems that is an area which requires
regulation and, perhaps, licensing to control

it because of the nature of the beast.

Those are basically my opening remarks.

I'd just reiterate by saying that throughout
these estimates I hope to be able to inter-

weave in these 20 hours what I would like to

see eventually transpire. Because of the

restraints and the constraints on our budget,
we shall direct our attention to the fact that

the area of Justice policy—including the Min-

istry of the Attorney General but more par-

ticularly the Justice secretariat—the Ministry
of Correctional Services, and the Ministry of

the Solicitor General, should, in the name of

restraint, be confined to and relegated to^me
particular ministry.

I hope to be able to demonstrate by going

through these estimates and through job

description and classification that it would be
not only economical but advisable, perhaps,
that these three areas be amalgamated under
one ministry.

Mr. Chairman, those are my comments and
remarks.

Mr. Lupusella: Mr. Chairman, I think the

member for York Centre raised a few valid

points and I'm going to emphasize some of

those principles through the course of my
presentation. But before doing that, if I may,
I would like to bring to the attention of the

minister—whether or not he realizes—that two

copies of the briefing material for the esti-

mates of the ministry were sent to me on
October 7, 1977, and I received it in my
office a few days later.

[8:15]

The point I would like to make is that it

would have been appreciated if this brief of

material had been received within a reason-

able length of time, so that we could review

the ministry's activities in a thoughtful manner
in order to avoid unnecessary pressure and the

risk of a superficial analysis. I hope that in

the future we will be given the benefit of

more time to review this material.

Mr. Chairman, I will now commence my
opening statement. First of all, allow me to

extend to you my congratulations on your

appointment and I hope that you are going
to keep the Liberal members in control, espe-

cially now that they are representing the

official opposition in the province of Ontario.

Before getting into the core of my presenta-

tion, I would also like to raise a few observa-

tions in relation to the role of the Solicitor

General in the Legislature in terms of policy
directions which are taking place in the minis-

try.

I would like to point out to the Solicitor

General that in the future I personally would
like to see this ministry become more visible.
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By that I mean we would like to hear from

the ministry not only when a particular inci-

dent of wide public attention occurs or when
a bill pertaining to the ministry is introduced

in the House, but on a more regular basis to

know the direction of all policies, programs
and so on.

Just to give you an example, when I was

putting my remarks together, I went into my
files to look for ministerial statements from
this ministry and I could not find any. I had
to call the ministry and request the news re-

leases that had been issued to get an indica-

tion of what the Solicitor General's activities

were. In other words, I would like to hear

from this ministry on a more regular basis

so as to be aware of its activities. In this

way, we would not have to wait for the esti-

mates to become informed.

Mr. Lawlor: Keep a low profile, John. You
don't get into trouble that way.

Mr. Conway: Has the party come to that?

Mr. Lawlor: Almost an invisible man.

Mr. Lupusella: In supply committee of

June 9, 1976, the Solicitor General in his

statement said that many of the ministry's
activities were the result of the task force on

policing in Ontario which completed its work

early in 1974. "Of the 170 recommendations
made by the task force, 80 have been imple-
mented completely. Sixty-four recommenda-
tions were in the process of implementation."
I would like to hear from the minister if the

64 recommendations were fully implemented
by providing to this committee of the Legisla-
ture some background information emphasiz-
ing the various stages of the implementation.

I also would like to hear the minister make
some comments in relation to the project
which began in 1974 with the hope of en-

couraging municipal forces to make use of

modern communications technology. I am sure

the minister has some comments to make as

to whether the municipal forces have been

fairly receptive of the program and whether
or not the program will continue on a per-
manent basis.

I would like to know what the total cost

of the project is and how many municipalities
have been responding and co-operating with
his undertaking. As the minister knows, the

province of Ontario pays 75 per cent of the

cost for small municipal forces and 50 per
cent of the cost for larger ones. I am par-

ticularly interested in the small municipalities
in northern Ontario and I hope the Solicitor

General will explain to me the effectiveness

of this program as it pertains to the northern

municipal regions.
I would now like to ask the minister about

the extension of the Canadian Police Infor-

mation Centre as a national data bank for

police officers. I would like the minister to

tell us how the centre is working out and
what the cost of operating is.

As my colleague, the member for Oshawa

(Mr. Breaugh) stated on June 9, 1976, in his

official opening statement in his capacity at

that time as critic for the Ministry of the

Solicitor General, I share his view and the

feelings he expressed as a critic during the

estimates. We are compelled to be judges of

the activities and actions undertaken by the

police force in the province of Ontario. I

hope my constructive criticism will be taken

into consideration and some action will de-

rive from it. As an elected representative, it

is also my duty to express the feelings of

people who have been too often adversely
affected by police actions. Therefore, we have

to realize that inadequacies and loopholes

exist within the system, and there is always
room for improvement.

Past history, and especially the Roman

people in their own language, clearly states

that errare humanum est, it is human to err.

Therefore, we shouldn't be surprised if the

police force is often wrong when it is deal-

ing with the public when it is trying to en-

force the law. I was always attracted by the

police motto, "To serve and protect," when-

ever I saw it on a police car. I always

thought the motto could be improved by

replacing these words and integrating the

words, "To educate, to serve," and maybe

you would not need to protect. The police

force in the province of Ontario has been

seen by the public as agents who penalize

people when they are found either guilty or

in the process of catching people. I don't

think the public will be convinced otherwise,

unless the minister makes some changes, a

new policy orientation in the police force,

in order that policemen will undertake also

the role of educating the public, particularly

when minor offences are committed.

A change of attitude is very important to

achieve this important goal in order that in-

dividuals or the public as a whole won't

be frightened by the presence of the police

force and they won't consider them enemies

but as friends. If I am not mistaken, this is

the principle which has been implemented

and very well received by the public in the

United Kingdom. I have been told that Cana-

dian people, going to Britain as tourists, get

this impression. However, this is not the

image which presently exists in Ontario. I

hope the Solicitor General will find the ways,

methods and the programs to be initiated

in order that the police force will change its
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image and attitude when it is confronting
the public.

If the Solicitor General is interested in

undertaking this responsibility, a widespread
educational program should take place in

the schools. People should be aware from
the time they are students about the exist-

ing laws in the province of Ontario in order

that they will know the detrimental effects

that derive from breaking the law. In my
opinion, and I don't want to make any
guesses, a lot of people are contravening the
law by minor offences just because in many
cases they are not aware that they are break-

ing the law. I will give you an example of
what I mean by that. Throwing a cigarette
butt out of your car window costs $28. There
are a number of obscure violations of the

law, such as the example given, when the

charges could be avoided if the public were
made aware that they were in fact breaking
the law.

Therefore, this goes back to my earlier point
about education. How many people are aware
of this law? Not many, I would think. Neglect
of the law could be avoided in some in-
stances through education. Aside from the
fact that the Criminal Code should be re-
vised for minor offences, more emphasis
should be given to the issue of education
related to penalties and the judicial system
which presently exists in this province. In
that way and by accomplishing this task, the
word "protection" becomes meaningless, be-
cause the public will be more aware and
more responsible in understanding the im-
portance of the law as a moral device to

keeping our society. With this statement I

don't want to sound either parochial or too
blind to the reality of the problems which
at present exist within our society in the
area of law enforcement. I realize it's a big
task for the Solicitor General. But it's my
strong belief that something should be done
in the direction which I have outlined. If
we want to cure the problems in our system,
we should take a look at the origin of the
problem by analysing the catalyst factors that

originate in the problem at its roots, and
that's the principle which the Progressive
Conservative government should bear in
mind. As I stated before, nobody's perfect.

Mr. Nixon: I never heard the NDP admit
that before.

Mr. Lupusella: Sometimes new directions
and new policies should be experimented
with and implemented with some guidelines
to attempt to control the current problems
and in the long run eliminate the problem
at its roots.

My colleague, the member for Oshawa,
in his opening statement on June 9, 1976, ex-

pressed particular concern in an area which
I completely and emphatically support, and

again it also reflects the kind of attitude

given to the police officers, either through
their training courses or by direction of the

Solicitor General. The matter relates to

police chases.

Even though I didn't have an opportunity
to visit the centres in which police cadets

receive their training, when these estimates

are over I intend to travel around these

centres and to each police station, particu-

larly Metro. I hope the minister will assist

me when I am going to undertake a visit

in the various branches which fall under his

jurisdiction. From what I read from materials

received from the Solicitor General, it seems
to me the training courses given to the cadets

are too short. I hope psychology and sociology
are part of the training curriculum. I am
inviting the minister to comment on this.

Since my colleague raised the issue of

police chases on the highways and the metro-

politan streets, more headlines have appeared
in daily newspapers indicating people are

getting killed as a result of police action.

Maybe the Solicitor General has some statis-

tics in relation to the number of deaths which
have resulted from police chases. During the

summer months I read a number of articles

of this nature, and I am sure the minister will

agree with me that something must be done.

I am sure the police officers are receiving

directions from their peers in this area. But

in any event the situation must be corrected

with some reasonable and sensible thinking

before the phenomenon gets out of propor-
tion.

Mr. Gregory: Do you want the cops to

stand still?

Mr. Hodgson: Just let them go, don't

bother.

Mr. Lupusella: Again, one has to wonder
whether this is a sane and human procedure
to follow, considering the total cost which is

involved in such an act.

Mr. Hodgson: Just let them go.

Mr. Lupusella: You will have an oppor-

tunity to talk. If you are not agreeing with

my comments, I think that's why you are sit-

ting on the other side of the House.

Mr. Hodgson: Nobody else is listening to

you anyway.

Mr. Lewis: Quite the contrary.

Mr. Lupusella: Again, one has to wonder
whether this is a sane and human procedure
to follow, considering the total cost which is
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involved in such an act and the very tragic

consequences which can result from it.

My colleague, the member for Oshawa,
last year mentioned the kind of training tech-

nique which the officers receive at the col-

lege at Aylmer. From his experience and
from what he heard at the college, it seems
that the program is poorly formed and the

officers spent only three or four days out of

a two-week period on traffic control. I don't

know if the minister paid too much attention

to his comments and whether or not some

improvements have been made in this regard.
I would appreciate it if the minister

throughout the course of the estimates would
make some comments in relation to this par-
ticular issue. I hope that somehow a com-

prehensive program will be initiated at the

college at Aylmer in order that the officers

won't be forced into these critical situations,

and instead can use their own judgement and

expertise to get the best results without any
further damage.

[8:30]

It is again a matter of new programs and

policies to prevent these actions from hap-
pening. Another situation which concerns me
is when police officers have to draw their

firearms. The newspapers are full of articles

reporting cases in which people are victims

of wounds either fatal or non-fatal. The
rationale used by the police officers in these

delicate situations should be thoroughly ex-

plained by the Solicitor General, considering
that most of the time, at least from the articles

I read, when a policeman discharges his gun
the victims are often shot in vital parts of the

body such as the chest or abdomen. I am
sure that in most instances these wounds re-

sult in death.

My question is, why shoot at the chest or

abdomen and not at the arms or legs alone?
I realise how delicate and critical these situa-

tions involving policemen can be. But it

is common sense to realize that the prime
scope of police officers in such a situation is

first to disarm the person, and when circum-
stances make shooting inevitable, vital parts
of the body must be avoided.

Mr. Gregory: Better tell the crooks that

too.

Mr. Lupusella: Another tragic phenomenon
which is gradually increasing in Metro To-
ronto to the extent that it is becoming-

Mr. Hodgson: Better go out and tell them
in Collingwood too. Go to Collingwood and
tell them that.

Mr. Eaton: That's right. Bring back the

rope.

Mr. Lupusella: You have any particular
comment?

Mr. Bounsall: That will answer the whole

thing.

Mr. Davison: Bring in the guillotine.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Lupusella: I am not saying that. May-
be you missed the principle of my statement.

Mr. Hodgson: Just about sounds like it.

Mr. Lupusella: No, you really missed the

fundamental principle of my statement.

Another tragic phenomenon which is gradu-

ally increasing in Metro Toronto to the extent

that it is becoming intolerable relates to

racial attacks at the subway stations and in

some cases even on the street. It is an un-

fortunate situation which in practice is a

slap in the face to the human and social

values of our society. It is also an indication

that something is wrong within our system. I

am wondering if the Solicitor General has

undertaken any particular studies as to

whether there are underground organizations
that direct these violent racial attacks and
how the police are dealing with them.

Written statements on walls such as "white

power" are slurs against immigrants from
Pakistan. This occurs especially in locations

where new buildings are built, and has been

going on for a long time in Metro Toronto. It

is a situation that greatly bothers me and a

lot of other people, and I hope the minister

will comment as to what the police are doing
in this area.

I have a short comment also on the issue

of organized crime. I have never heard the

minister make any statement as to whether

organized crime is under control by the

police in the province. Or should the public
believe Solicitor General Francis Fox, telling

top policemen in Toronto that they haven't

been doing an adequate job in fighting or-

ganized crime?

What is the true side of the story? To what
extent is organized crime under control? It

is a dilemma to me and to many people be-

cause of the lack of statistical data and back-

ground information. Perhaps the Solicitor

General knows more about it. He can also

state once and for all who is right, instead of

leaving comments and judgements to chief

constables of the police forces.

I hope the Solicitor General is also aware
that since May 1977 three people died in

Metro police cells. A coroner's inquest has

been held for each case. In each case many
good recommendations have been made, but

nobody knows whether or not changes are

taking place.



830 LEGISLATURE O? ONTARIO

To give an example, it was suggested in

one of the cases that: "(1) the appropriate
authorities continue to develop improvements
to the typical arrangement of cells and de-

tention areas aimed at the prevention of at-

tempted suicides—for example, by research

into the practicality of using plate glass panels
on the inside of the cell block; (2) that

electronic surveillance equipment be installed.

It should have a sufficient range to monitor

the entire cell". Without reading the whole

recommendation, it goes on to say that all

police stations should have on the premises
oxygen and portable suction equipment.
My concern is whether or not some of the

coroner's jury recommendations have been

implemented, or do we have to wait until

more victims are going to die in police cells

before something will be done? Again, is

there any rationale used by the police officers

when a person is arrested, especially in cases

of drug abuse, to treat the individual as a
sick person by considering the psychological
aspects of it, instead of the individual being
seen merely as someone who broke the law
and who therefore has to pay the price for it?

In other words, are breaking the law and
the judicial process more important for the

police than the human value of the person,
or should the last point not be considered and
integrated with the first one for the sake of

balanced justice?

By the way, in our judicial process it is

the court of law which has the last word to

find the person guilty, and not the police.

Therefore, the human aspect, for the police

force, should be the first approach in the en-
forcement of the law, and especially in cases
where arrests are required. In any event, it is,

again, a question of attitudes which must
change.
As for the enrolment of people in the

police force, I don't understand why short

people can't be good police officers. It is a

point which was raised last year by my col-

league, the member for Oshawa. On the

whole, I think what counts is the capacity
for being a good police officer with good
character. The height and the weight require-
ments may have been a good idea in the past
when brute strength was a strong asset, but

nowadays, with our high degree of techno-

logical sophistication and the new methods
of self defence involving skills and diligence,

height and weight should not be the basic

requirements. To keep things as they are is

to make second-class citizens out of those
with less than average weight and height.

In regard to the relationship of the police
force and the community, I am happy, in

some ways, to see that in the last few years

the realization has finally come that police

officers can be effective if, and pnly if, they
are members of the community and not apart
from it.

The police officer is more often than not

perceived as a kind of tax collector in the

sense that most citizens come into contact

with him only in regard to traffic violation

fines. The institution of community officers,

if done on a large enough scale and with the

proper number of ethnic representatives,

especially in the larger cities, is a very edu-

cational one, for the police officer as well as

for the community.
The crime prevention program has to be-

gin in the community through the education

programs and through the re-establishment of

the police officer as a trusted and a respected
member of the community.

I want to bring to the attention of the

minister the grave problem that exists when-
ever citizens have a complaint as to police
behaviour and procedure. It seems that the

Solicitor General is going to introduce a

private member's bill in relation to that. At

the moment, allegations against the police

are investigated by the police. This pro-
cedure is not perceived by the public as being
fair. If we are to keep faith with the old

maxim that justice must not only be done

but be seen to be done, then we can easily

question the validity of the present method.

Furthermore, any such complaint-system must

be properly advertised and explained if the

public is to make use of it.

On this note, I will curtail my comments
to give some of my colleagues an oppor-

tunity to speak. I hope to have some useful

feedback to my questions on various subjects.

It is my sincere hope that these estimates

will be very fruitful and productive, and will

result in good constructive criticism which

will lead to changes in our system, changes
that will ultimately benefit all of our society.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Before calling on

the next speaker, I would like to thank my
colleagues for choosing me to this office. I

am fairly new to this House; I hope you will

bear with me while I learn the rules. I will

do my best to keep the House in order and

to keep the proceedings of this committee

running smoothly.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Chairman, I said

a few words of congratulations to you earlier

in the day. Having been associated with you
some years ago on Metro council, I know it

will not take you very long to know all the

ropes here. I don't know whether you'll be

able to handle things as well as the member
for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) and the deputy,



OCTOBER 17, 1977 831

hut certainly in time you'll be their equal,
I'm sure.

Mr. Nixon: That is when you were a

Liberal, John.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Yes, but he hasn't

changed, Bob.
I appreciate the comments that have been

made by the two opposition critics and will

take a few minutes to reply. I will not reply
to all of the points that they raised at this

time, partly because I think they might be
best dealt with under the various votes, but
also because I didn't succeed in making notes
on all of the points that they raised.

I appreciated the suggestions by the mem-
ber for York Centre in regard to the possi-

bility of joining the ministries of the Solicitor

General and Correctional Services. I think

there is quite a difference in connection with
the responsibilities that both of those minis-

tries have. As you know, the Attorney Gen-
eral used to look after those matters that are

at present handled by the Solicitor General.
It was decided that because of the conflict of

interest which people are so conscious of

these days, they should separate the appre-
hension from the prosecution end of it, and I

think there are certain benefits in so doing.

Mr. Nixon: From your point of view, we
can understand that.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: But the correctional

end of it has been separate for a good num-
ber of years; I guess, right back to the

establishment of this province in 1867. I don't
think it would worry the police too much.
But I think, in the interest of the morale of

those involved in Correctional Services, they
are happier under their own ministry. I know
that the Correctional Services have recently
been reduced, and they no longer have the

young people to look after. But perhaps that's

a question that you can put to the new
Minister of Correctional Services (Mr. Drea).

I do think if we're concerned with this

1business of conflict of interest — and some-
times I think we're overly concerned with it

—that it is wise to have the police—the

apprehension of it—separated from the cus-

todial end of it. However, those are questions
that you can ask the Premier (Mr. Davis) and
I'll be glad to hear further views on it. But
I would have great hesitation in combining
the Solicitor General and Correctional Ser-

vices because of the morale problem at the

Correctional Services end of it, and also be-
cause of the conflict of interest between the

apprehension and the custodial.

Again, the need for the Justice secretariat;

you dealt with that for some time. There is a
staff in the secretariat; it is relatively small.

You can deal with that when you oome to the
secretariat's estimates. I'm not sure of the
exact number but I think there are only about
12 people on the staff of the secretariat. So
you're not duplicating very many services. It's

true you have two deputy ministers.

Mr. Nixon: Cost-$200,000.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: But that is not all for
salaries. You say $200,000. A lot of that goes
for a variety of other work and you must
realize—I have some trouble convincing you
of this—the secretariat does accomplish a few
things every once and awhile.

Mr. Roy: Yes, come on.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It is easy enough for

you to say, "Come on."

[8:45]

Mr. Roy: Don't get into that or well keep

you here all night.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: You can keep me here

all night. I expect to be here for a little while

anyway.
Again, we're probably dealing with some-

thing that should best be discussed under the

secretariat heading but the critic of the hon.

member's own party raised the point—and
I'm giving an answer to it—that the secretariat

does do a great deal of policy co-ordination

among all four ministries in the Justice

policy field. We do meet most Thursday

mornings. We review the policies. We discuss

the various pieces of legislation that might be

introduced.

We've certainly had a lot to do recently in

trying to get something going in regard to the

Correctional Services program of community
service. I think that's good; that's one of the

matters that has been dealt with extensively

over the last few months by the policy field.

The policy field does do something and the

only duplication in this policy field, as I see it

at the present time, is the matter of the

deputy minister.

I'll have a little more information on sta-

tistics. The hon. member wanted to know
how statistics are arrived at. At the present
time the deputy ministers all across the

country are concerned with the statistics for

the whole justice field. One of the items that

the policy secretariat is looking at is trying

to get a combined set of statistics that can be
used not only by the police but by the courts

and by the custodial people. It doesn't affect

the Ministry of Consumer and Commercial
Relations as much, but certainly in the other

three ministries there would be great value

in having common statistics. The federal

people are very much interested in it too for

their statistics across the country. I would
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agree there is some confusion in regard to it,

but that is one of the matters we have under

study and one that perhaps we can deal with
in greater detail later on.

The hon. member mentioned vandalism, as

did the New Democratic Party critic, and
asked how we are going to deal with it. Some
of these things I think I can put down to the

permissive society. I know that vandalism is

a great problem. I would like to see more
done 'about it in tJhe schools. I agree that the

police have a part in education; they are

serving a part in education, particularly in

safety education. This kind of education be-

longs in the schools, yes, but I think a lot

more of it belongs at home; I think that's one
of the things we're forgetting now.

If there is no respect for public property
or other people's property at the home level,
I'm not so sure that the police, by the time
it becomes a police matter, can do very much
about it. That is not to say I'm not in favour
of them doing all they can, but sometimes I

think we expect too much of our police. We
expect them to be not only educators and

community counsellors as well as the arm of
the law. As the arm of the law they must
have some strength and some force and not

always present a popular picture to people.
So when you ask them to do a lot of educa-

tion, I think maybe it's a little late.

I am concerned about vandalism; it is a

serious problem right across the province.
But I say some of the fault is with the family,
with the attitudes of society generally today.
I agree that more could be done by our edu-
cational system.

Going over one or two matters here—I
skipped one or two; the hon. members can
raise them later during the estimates—I admit
that the criminal justice system has some
shortcomings but let's look at those later on.

An informed public must also be involved
in crime detection. That is one place where
we think we are making a little progress. The
Liberal critic mentioned what Scotland Yard
was doing in Britain in regard to trying to

solicit public support for information and that

type of thing. We have been running here on
Global TV a program called "Code 10-78,"
in which the OPP have been co-operating
with Global in showing certain crimes. They
have been re-enacting certain crimes-

Mr. Lawlor: How many were solved?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: That's right, and that's

one of tiie things I was going on to say. So

far, it has not met with very much success,
but it's trying to do the thing that the mem-
ber for York Centre suggested we should be

doing, trying to enlist the support of the

public, and I believe that's good. Occasion-

ally, municipalities such as Toronto and the

various ones in the Metropolitan area, have
been sending out through the mail with vari-

ous water bills and things of that nature re-

quests to support the police and, surprisingly
enough, all of the citizens don't appreciate

getting those notices with their bills. Some
people resent the fact we are suggesting that

one citizen should report on another, so there

are degrees to which you can carry that.

As for these re-enactments of crimes, we
have had one or two objections — not many
mind you—from distant relatives. Before we
put these on, we get clearances from the

closest relatives but maybe somebody just

beyond that relationship, not the closest, feels

we shouldn't have re-enacted that crime on
TV. There are problems, and I agree with
what you are saying. We should do more to

try to enlist public support of the police.
I mention those two ways in which it is

being done, not without some objections along
the line. As for "10-78, Officer Needs Assist-

ance," I don't think we have come any closer

to solving those crimes that we re-enacted.

Mr. Lawlor: Charlie Chan in the dining
room.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, I don't think so.

I don't think of Charlie Chan. It's putting the

police in the proper perspective that the

member for York Centre was asking us to

do.

Mr. Conway: Did you check with Judy
LaMarsh before you showed it?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, we didn't need to

check with Judy on that one. I think the acts

of violence are pretty well toned down in

them.

With regard to the community cop, I agree
100 per cent with what you are suggesting.

Again it is a matter of the number of per-
sonnel. People say they should have the

latest equipment and, of course, the latest

equipment involves automobiles, radios and
all the rest of it. To my mind, the old police-
man on the beat who knew the children when
they were going to school and used to chat

to them had a great deal of impact in instill-

ing in young people that the policeman was
their friend, that the policeman would help
them and was somebody to turn to in diffi-

culty.

I remember when the crossing guards used
to be policemen. Then you got to know the

policemen. It boils down again to the point
of can one have somebody being paid $18,000
a year doing crossing guard work? I wish we
could. Where it is possible, I certainly think

it's advisable to do so. I would like to see
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more policemen out of the cars and just

walking up and down the street, trying to

keep up with modern methods. I tell you
We run into difficulties when we try to do
that.

Mr. Lawlor: If you like all these things and
are Solicitor General, why don't they ever

come to pass? You are a most agreeable guy.
That's your problem.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't know. The
member for Lakeshore says why don't we do
all these things? I suppose the reason we
don't do all of these things is a combination
of matters.

Mr. Wildman: The Treasurer (Mr. Mc-
Keough).

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Yes, there's no ques-
tion that finances is one of our big problems
we are facing today.

Mr. Lawlor: It is not fair. You undercut
the opposition every time. You agree with

everything.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The police have a few
ideas on how things should be done too and
the police have a fair amount of autonomy
when they are carrying out their various func-

tions. Sometimes you feel I should not have

any say on what goes on in the various mu-
nicipal forces across the province and that

they should be running their own show. The
next time you think why don't I give them
directions or tell them just how to do these

things-

Mr. Lawlor: You should have a lot more
to say.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Maybe I should, but
that's not what I think all of the people in

the Metropolitan Toronto area particularly
believe. They feel the province should not
have quite as much to say, that they are pay-
ing the shot for it, and they are paying a

good percentage of it. So when you say why
don't we dictate to them—

Mr. Lawlor: The problem is you don't want
it because you don't want the responsibility.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I am happy to take

the responsibility but I tell you in our kind
of government, a democracy—and the mem-
ber for Lakeshore should know this—orders

just don't come down from the top to do it

that way and that's the way it's done. You
try to achieve these things by a spirit of co-

operation and by a spirit of chatting these

things over, and that's what we are trying to

do.

Mr. Lawlor: You have either got some con-
trol over the police or you haven't, and the

fact is you haven't.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Coming to police

training, we are trying to recruit people into

the force other than people-
Mr. Makarchuk: Like new chairmen of

police commissions.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —with very basic edu-

cation. We want to get, as you suggested,

accountants—and we do have some accoun-

tants in. Again it is a matter of cost, trying

to keep up the salaries with what an accoun-

tant, a lawyer, or somebody else can make
out in the field. But we have taken a number

of police on, and from there, recommended
them to go on to some university course or

a technical course of some sort, and they've

come back to us. In the field of organized

crime, they are doing quite a good job.

Overcharging in the laying of charges;

that's something that perhaps gets back into

the statistics again that you were talking

about. But that is something I think you

might raise with the Attorney General, be-

cause what charges are laid are often, if they

are serious charges at all, consulted with the

Crown attorneys as you know. That's a policy

that you may, when you come to the

Attorney General's estimates, want to discuss

with him.

Mr. Lawlor: Oh, come on. You're not

sloughing that one off, too.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: No, police do lay a

lot of charges, there is no question about it.

But often—

Mr. Samis: You're provoking him.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: -what charges are or

are not laid are often discussed, as you very

well know, with the Crown attorney.

Mr. Lawlor: Not always.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Not always. You're

right, not always.

Now police morale. You suggested police

morale may be a little low. I think, again,

we are talking about the permissive society

and the society that is always a "me" society

and complaining about conditions. Just as if

you were to go into any office, there are

people who complain about the conditions

and the fact that they are overworked and

that their bosses are not very receptive to

new ideas, etcetera, etcetera—

Mr. Conway: I hear the Metro boys like

their new boss.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Well, I think then-

new boss is going to do just very well-

Mr. Makarchuk: You managed to recruit

him okay.

Mr. Conway: Do you want to tell us about

that recruitment?
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Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —but I don't think

that's any worse today than it has ever been.

When I talk to policemen, I suppose it all

depends who you are talking to—and whom
they are talking to maybe more particularly—
and how you put the question and what
answer they may think you want to get from
them. But I think police morale, generally

speaking, across the province is in pretty
fair shape. I am not saying it can't be im-

proved, and we will work with you and others

to try to prove just that.

Forensic sciences available to the accused.

You are quite right, and in our statistics here

we will give you the number of cases they
helped the accused with. I am glad to know
that you made use of that service.

Should reports go to the Crown? Tradition-

ally, I understand that they have not. You
have suggested that if they don't go to the

Crown, perhaps the accused's reports should

not go to the Crown—those investigations
done on behalf of the accused. Our policy is,

as you know, when we agreed to do it, that

we would disclose to the Crown the report
that the accused has obtained. I would rather

see it work that way.

Again, you might discuss this with the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry). Rather

than say that the accused's reports won't go
to the Crown, I would rather discuss with

him—and I don't know why it is not done—
that the Crown reports go to the accused's

defence as well. It seems to me that we are

looking for the truth here, and the informa-

tion should flow both ways rather than sup-

press information on either side. Perhaps you
could discuss that with him. I understand

they do go if they are requested. That is, if

you request the Crown's report through the

Crown attorney very often you can obtain it.

But that is something again I suggest you
discuss with the AG. But rather than limit

one side, I would think the proper approach
might be free exchange to both sides.

I am interested in what you say about the

fire extinguishers in regard to the Fire Mar-
shal: a good product at the time of sale, not

useful if improperly serviced. Again, we can

get into regulations re servicing, and I will

discuss this with the Fire Marshal and maybe
we should be. I didn't realize that was hap-

pening, and I don't know to what extent it is

happening. But, again, it is a case of building

up a lot more regulations, which I suppose
will add to the cost, not only to the customer
but also to the inspection force we might have
to have.

If it is extensive, then I think that probably
we should get into it. If it is a matter of one
or two cases, maybe you have to take that

risk, in view of the cost involved. On the

other hand, we have got to weigh the cost

involved against what we achieve. But if

there are extensive risks created by lack of

proper servicing and regulations for it, we
will certainly look at it and get a report.

[9:00]

I might turn, for just a moment, to the

member for Dovercourt. He did raise the

question, and accused the ministry, of late

arrival of material. My information was it was
hand delivered on October 7 to your caucus

office; so that why you didn't get it till Octo-

ber 10 I don't know, but I suggest maybe
that is an internal matter for you to follow

up rather than ourselves.

Along the same lines, why I'm suggesting

it might be an internal matter with you, I

think your suggestion was that you could not

find any releases. I didn't know whether you
said any or many, but if the word was any,

then I would suggest the fault might be in

your office; because although we haven't put
out many, we have certainly put out some.

So if you couldn't find any releases, then I

suggest your filing system is perhaps not what

it should be.

Mr. Lupusella: Point of order, Mr. Chair-

man. I think the point which I made-

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Lupusella: Point of information, Mr.

Chairman, if I may.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. I wish you
would remain in your seat until the minister

has finished his remarks and then you can

question him further.

Mr. Lawlor: Point of personal privilege;

the member was insulted.

Mr. Lupusella: It's a correction of what the

Solicitor General just stated.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Is it a point

of order?

Mr. Lupusella: Point of clarification.

Mr. Chairman: Order; order, please. A
point of clarification? I think you could make
that at a later date in your further comments.

Mr. Minister.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: To turn now to the task

force on policing, Mr. Chairman. Just because

the task force on policing made many recom-

mendations, I don't think the ministry has in-

dicated at any time that we were going to

carry out all of those recommendations. I

think the task force on policing has probably
had a greater percentage of recommendations

accepted than most governmental reports;

that is except the new one coming in on

traffic safety from the member for Yorkview
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(Mr. Young), I hope that a good number of

his will be adopted.
But as far as recommendations for policing

are concerned, I think we've come just about

to the end of those recommendations that we
intend to implement. However, there are

some. In regard to taking over small police

forces, we would like to do more of that. We
have one or two requests before us at the

present time. That is a matter of financing,

and as you know we have some restraints,

and I support those restraints but they have

some limiting effects as far as our being able

to carry out all of the things we would like

to do.

There are one or two small forces in the

province that have presently requested con-

sideration that we should take them over.

However, there are a few other small forces

—when I say take them over, that the OPP
should take over their policing—there are also

some small forces across this province who are

quite happy with both the cost and the kind

of service they are getting and they have no
wish to have us take them over and we have

no plan at the present time for forcing that

kind of take-over.

You mentioned some of the various costs

of municipalities, the percentages that were

paid to them. I'm not sure exactly what you
meant by that. I mentioned in my original

chat that we have a grant per population,

depending on whether you are a regional mu-

nicipality or a smaller, unregionalized munici-

pality, so much per head for those grants.

They are unconditional grants and they go
to that municipality. You mentioned per-

centage costs, so that's something we'll have

to enlarge upon when we come to the police

grants; or at least later on in policing, actually

the police grants are handled by the Treas-

urer (Mr. McKeough) but we can discuss that

later on under the policing terms.

You asked about the Canadian Police In-

formation Centre, known as CPIC, who shares

that cost. The Ontario Police Commission has

$600,000, you'll see in the budget, for that.

As I understand it, we pay—that is, the On-
tario Police Commission pays—for all the

CPIC terminals in Ontario, and of course they

pay the federal people who run that system.
I dealt with the matter of education as

part of the police role. I would like to see the

police do more education, but again I suggest
that that belongs at earlier levels before they

get into trouble with the police, except per-

haps in the field of safety where we are

doing much. Certainly it is a motherhood

matter, and the more we do it the better.

The hon. member suggests it should be
"educate and serve," and that we wouldn't

need "protect" in there. I am afraid I don't

take quite as simplistic a view of society as

he does. I think his thought is that if every-

thing was perfect we wouldn't need any

police, and if the government was doing its

job everything would be perfect. I am not so

sure that Utopia is about to come. I think

society is going to need police forces for some
time to come and, regardless of what educa-

tion goes on, the police are here to stay for a

few years. I think we had better leave their

"serve and protect" and leave the main part

of education to some other agency of the

community.

'Mr. Makarchuk: Then there are those

people who think just the opposite.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: They are entitled to

their thoughts in that regard, and I give them
credit for being visionaries and people of

high ideals. But there are some of us who
are perhaps a little more practical.

Mr. Makarchuk: Is the minister saying that

the police are . . . social reformers?

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Lupusella: He is rejecting the program
in the schools to educate the children-

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I am not objecting to

education. I am just questioning how far it

becomes a police role. Too many people now

expect the police to be all things to all people.

They have a function in education, but I

think society is not going to come to the

point where we won't need that word "pro-

tect" in there.

Minor offences: I suppose what is a minor

offence is in the eye of the beholder. The

hon. member suggested that perhaps the

police and the courts were dealing too

harshly with minor offenders or that there

might be other ways of dealing with them.

But there are various kinds of what the hon.

member might call minor offences, which the

person on the other side regards as quite

serious. I am thinking of a delegation that the

Attorney General and I saw some months ago
in regard to the theft of farm produce in the

market gardening areas of the Niagara Penin-

sula and southwestern Ontario, specifically in

the apple orchards. I know that it used to be

regarded as a bit of a prank to steal a few

apples or something of that nature. But when

you have communities encroaching upon farm

land as much as they do in the Niagara
Peninsula and certain other parts of this

province-

Mr. Wildman: Who is to blame for that?

Mr. Nixon: Because of bad planning.
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Hon. Mr. MacBeth: That may or may not

be bad planning, but that is not the point I

am dealing with. The point I am dealing with
is the reality of the situation. Very often

you have very heavily populated areas right
next to orchards or vegetable farms, and no

longer do those people who produce those

farm products regard the theft of a few apples
or vegetables of one sort or another as a

minor theft. It is a real economic loss to

them, and one for which they have a great
deal of concern.

Mr. Warner: You push the farmer to

poverty.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't know how we
deal with theft of farm produce. We could

suggest that maybe the courts should be

taking a stronger view in regard to it rather

than just dismissing them with a warning.
Vandalism is another matter that might be

regarded by some as a minor offence. But in

my eyes, and certainly in the eyes of the
member for York Centre, vandalism is a seri-

ous matter. Petty trespass, depending on what
the purpose of the petty trespass is, I guess
can be regarded as serious or minor. The hon.
member objected to somebody throwing a

cigarette butt out of the window. But in the

eyes of an environmentalist that might be a

pretty serious offence.

Mr. Lupusella: That is just an example.
That is why the minister has rejected the
idea of educating people in the schools; maybe
they wouldn't commit those offences.

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I haven't rejected the
idea of education in the schools. But if people
don't know better than to throw cigarette
or cigar butts or anything else out the

window-
Mr. Lupusella: It is just an example.
Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —by the time they are

old enough to smoke them, I suggest it is

not a matter for the police to try to educate

them; the education was lacking either in

the schools or in their own homes somewhere.

Mr. Lupusella: Programs should be in-

tegrated between—

Mr. Chairman: Order, please. The member
for Dovercourt had his chance to speak.

Mr. Makarchuk: We will let Willie take
care of that.

An hon. member: It's Bill's fault. Bill takes
care of the apples.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: In regard to the possi-

bility of visiting the various establishments—

An hon. member: There are a lot over

there.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We would have a lot

more to sell if it wasn't for all of the petty

trespass and theft that is going on. We'd have
a lot more vegetables to sell over there.

Mr. Warner: Your offenders should be

punished by having to read Claude Bennett's

speeches.

Interjections.

Mr. Chairman: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It would be nice if we
lived in a society where we didn't have to

punish anybody but, as I say, I think that is

a little way away.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: However, I would be

happy to facilitate your visit to any of our

establishments, whether it is the police

college at Aylmer, whether it is any of our

OPP detachments, the fire college up at

Gravenhurst—

Mr. Makarchuk: Morty used to go there

by himself.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —and I would be glad
to arrange that. As I said in my opening
remarks, maybe we could do that. I am sure

you will find them most interesting, not that

any of them can't be improved. We've got

things we would like to do at Gravenhurst.

We are trying to update the facilities at

Aylmer. As you know, we have a nice new
building there-

Mr. Warner: When are you closing the

Don jail?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —with many facilities. I

shouldn't say so much the facilities, but more
the amount of time that the students or the

various police people can stay both at

Aylmer and at the fire college in Graven-
hurst. We'd like to increase that but, again,
it's a case of money. And all of these things
can be done if you have enough money to

do them.

Longer courses at police college—yes, I

would be in favour of that. But, as I just

said, there are some limitations.

Police chases, I don't know. We went into

polices chases when I first became Solicitor

General. We had a rash of police chases.

Thank goodness we haven't had quite so

many in the last few months. We are giving
them courses, insofar as you can give courses

to the police in that sort of thing.

The member for Dovercourt suggested that

we train the men to use their own judgement,
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and that is exactly the position that I have

taken all the way along. You can give them

all the help and instruction and practical

training in police chases but right down at

the end it has to be a matter of personal

judgement on the scene. And that is exactly

what we are training them to be best

equipped in—to use their own on-the-spot

judgement. It is easy for us to sit back in

this chamber and be critical of them after the

fact but we are doing our best to train them
so that they will be able to exercise the best

judgement possible in the case of a police

chase or, additionally—as you said—in the

matter of firearms, which amounts to much
the same situation.

You suggested that they should not shoot

for a vital part. At the same time, when

somebody is standing in front of you with a

gun and you order them to drop it, very
often you have little choice. Regretfully, I

point to the situation at Collingwood last

week where, certainly, the policeman had

very little chance to decide what he should

do under the circumstances when he didn't

even have his gun drawn or expect that sort

of a reaction.

Radical or racial attacks—the good member
for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) spent a lot of

time on that matter in our estimates last year.

Again, I don't know what you can do about

it. I don't think it's the role of the police to

educate the public. They do their best in that

regard.
It is so easy for all of us to try to make

the police the scapegoat of society. If things

go wrong, whether it's a racial attack or

there's somebody pulling a firearm or dis-

obeying the speed limit, it's so easy to blame
the police for it. And if there is trouble with

the morale, maybe it's because so many
people in society take that attitude with the

police—that it is the policeman's fault, that

it is not society's fault.

Surely, somewhere in the home, somewhere
in our schools, somewhere in our churches,

somewhere in our public press media there is

a place for trying to overcome this matter of

racial slurs and racial attacks. The Human
Rights Commission is doing its best to deal

with it. The police are working with the

various factions. The member for York South

(Mr. MacDonald) has had some experience
with me on that. I met with him regarding an
incident on Weston Road some time ago, and
the member for High Park-Swansea (Mr.
Ziemba) was involved, too. They were work-

ing with the police. Regretfully, the police
are in when the action is started; they are in

when it is too late to change human attitudes.

But they are doing their best and will con-

tinue to do that, but I don't like to see the

police blamed for the fact that racial attacks

go on.

Mr. Lupusclla: I don't see from your state-

ment how the principle of the prevention of

crime makes sense.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: We can get into it a

little later on in more detail.

Mr. Lupusclla: If the policemen are sup-

posed to get there-

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Lupusclla: — when the action is immi-

nent, Where is crime prevention?

[9:15]

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: You're suggesting that

if we had proper policing, as you might sug-

gest, there wouldn't be any crime. Again,
that is a pie-in-the-sky hope but I would like

to think that that society is just around the

corner.

Mr. Lawlor: That is not what he said at all.

Mr. Lupusella: That is disintegrating the

two principles.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It didn't happen in

Manitoba, it hasn't happened in Saskatche-

wan and I don't think it's about to happen in

Ontario, that we're not going to have any
crime in this province.

Mr. Lawlor: You simplify everything.

Mr. Warner: Take the wax out of your
ears.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: That brings me to the

matter of organized crime.

Mr. Lupusella: You are putting words in

my mouth.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I suppose as Solicitor

General that no crime is under control if it

exists, and that's the position that I want to

take. You say, "Is organized crime under con-

trol?" My attitude is that if crime exists it's

not under control. But I'm realistic enough,
and I think you should be too, to realize that

we're going to have various types of crimes

with us. When you get the kind of society we
have here in Metropolitan Toronto and in the

other intensely populated areas of this pro-

vince and where there's easy money to be

made and people who are gullible enough to

go for it, then we're going to have organized

crime, whether it's prostitution, whether it's

loan sharking or whether it's through porno-

graphy.

Mr. Warner: Send them copies of Hansard.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The police are doing
their best to control it, but again don't blame
the police that these things exist. Look around
at the society in which we live and each of
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us as individuals. Many precautions against
suicide are taken in our various jails and they
are not without difficulties in carrying them
out. There are all sorts of things removed
from those jails which make the prisoners'
life a little less tolerable because we have
removed them. In other words, you take all

glass out of the jail and anything they might
hang their clothes on that has any rigidity to

it. You take all that out so that they can't

use it to hang themselves by.
As a result, all of these things in police

cells or otherwise make life a little less toler-

able for the prisoner. We're trying to take

precaution against suicide. Then you say,

"Why don't you have them under electronic

surveillance?" It's not everybody who wants
to be under electronic surveillance. They
regard that as an infringement on their right
to privacy even while they're in jail. We have
some problems when we have women in our

jails and maybe have only men there to look
after them. So they can't be under electronic

surveillance all the time.

Mr. Lupusella: Select the best recommen-
dations.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: There are some prob-
lems in regard to these things. If you've got
any suggestions how we can overcome some
of the problems in regard to suicides in our
various lockups, we will certainly look at

them.
j

As for height and weight requirements, I

don't think the fact that they are require-
ments for the job makes anybody a second-
class citizen. Every job has its rights and
privileges attached to it and every job has

responsibilities and its restrictions attached
to it. Simply because you don't qualify for

every job that is available, that doesn't mean
that you've become a second-class citizen. I

don't think we can open up our police forces

across the province, whether we're talking
about municipal which set their own, or the
OPP over which we have some guidance, and
say that we will have no height or physical
restrictions. I don't think the citizens of this

province want that kind of a police force.

I admit we have far more highly trained

people in our forces today and are striving for

greater achievements in that regard. At the
same time, when you get into a beer room
brawl, it's very handy to have the policeman
on your side with a little weight and a little

force behind him. We don't want to have to

resort to guns and other kinds of weapons.
Whether it's a billy or what it is, it's nice to

have a big policeman when you're in trouble.

We are making alterations. We're making
alterations to permit more women into the

force and to permit new nationalities who
traditionally are not as tall as other national-

ities. We're making provision for them on the

police forces. But I'm not going to suggest
that people who don't meet those require-

ments are second class in any way or that we
are going to remove any kind of physical
restrictions at all.

Finally with regard to the complaint

procedure, I hope to introduce again into the

House a bill to amend the Police Act which
will deal with complaint procedure. It is a

relatively long bill and I know it will have

some discussion in the House and probably

go to the committee stage where I hope the

public and the police, because there are many
people that are interested in it, will be

brought into the discussions.

I don't know when that can be done, know-

ing the amount of business that the standing
committee on justice has to deal with, but I

hope to present the bill. That is one of the

matters I will be wanting to speak to the two
critics about, to see how quickly we can

move that bill. If we can't move all of it,

maybe we can move certain sections of it.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: That completes the open-

ing remarks. We will now discuss the esti-

mates vote by vote and item by item.

On vote 1601, ministry administration

program; item 1, main office:

Mr. Stong: I am indebted to the minister

for the comprehensive explanation that he

gave me. As a matter of fact, if on or about

the bottom of page five an amount of money
appeared I would say that if that were a

lawyer's or an architect's or an engineer's
bill it would be a padded bill. It's very wordy
and although it is helpful somewhat, it doesn't

explain everything. Perhaps I could get some
assistance on some of these items.

For instance, we're dealing with vote 1601,
item 1, the main office. The first item that

appears is salaries and wages. Perhaps the

minister could give me some assistance with

respect to the number of personnel that are

involved in the main office. Does the increase

from 1976-77 to 1977-78 reflect an increase of

salaries or has the inflationary aspect of this

matter taken over, with a corresponding de-

crease of personnel? Or how is that figure

arrived at ?

I'm also concerned with the item marked
services. There's $154,000 allocated for that.

I would like to have some assistance with

respect to exactly what that $154,000 is di-

rected to.

Those are the main items under item 1 that

I'm concerned with.
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Hon. Mr. MacBeth: In regard to the per-

sonnel, there was an increase of one person,

accounting for $27,500. It was a transfer of

somebody who had been at EMO and who
has been looking after our gun control regu-
lations at the present time, or working with
the federal government in regard to the

matter of gun control.

The other item—you'll find an increase in

many places throughout the budget when it

comes to salary, and let me read this little

note: "Additionally, the 1976-77 estimates

reflect a shortfall in most activities caused by
t budgeting error during the preparation of

those estimates. This shortfall was corrected

during 1976-77 by Management Board order.

Therefore, the 1977-78 estimates for salary
and employee benefits reflect not only the

base for 1976-77 and the budget shortfall, but
the actual requirements based on the pay lists

and complement."
What happened there was that when our

budget for last year was before the Manage-
ment Board, there was a matter of some $3
million that was taken off twice because of a
shift back and forth. As a result of that, all

of our budget came out in the various parts
of the estimate that much short. So in each
of the salary figures, you will find that the
actual is considerably over last year's esti-

mate. You'll find that explanation applies all

the way through the estimates of the

ministry.

You asked about the $154,000. I can give
you those matters if you want. There's an
item there for 1977-1978 estimates for cater-

ing, $500; repair and maintenance, $1,500;

advertising, $79,000; production of films,

$40,000; law enforcement and safety an-

nouncements, $8,000; ministry brochures,
$1,000 and public relations, $24,000. I be-
lieve that they will add up to $154,000.

Mr. Stong: What is the number of em-
ployees that are in the main office collecting
salaries and wages? Would you explain more
fully the role played by this new member
with respect to the gun control legislation?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: There were 16 and
there are now 17. That's the complement of
the minister's office, the deputy minister's

office and what we call the secretariat. There
are three in the minister's office, three in the

deputy minister's office and 11 in the secre-

tariat which includes the office management
people.

Mr. Timmerman is the man who came to

us from the old Emergency Measures Orga-
nization. During the past year he has been
working with Ottawa. When I say working
with Ottawa, it is not that they have been

consulting him so much but that he has been

keeping his ear to the ground and keeping in

touch with the progress of Bill C-51 through
the federal House. He is now working with
them in regard to the establishment of regu-
lations which are in the process of formation.

We have recently announced our provin-
cial gun control officer, who is the person who
formerly was doing it for the OPP. We have
combined that in the one person. They are

both now working with Ottawa trying to

establish regulations, making sure that the

implementation of those regulations will be
financed as Ottawa has agreed to do. That is

the work that he is doing.

Mr. Stong: I don't mean to begrudge a

man his job but did you not have sufficient

expertise within the OPP itself to be able to

have that function filled by one of your own
personnel? I understand that that's a $27,500

salary, did you say?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Perhaps we could have
done some of that work by the OPP. There's
no question of that. You may not recall, and
probably won't, that at the time the Emerg-
ency Measures Organization was disbanded
certain commitments were given that these

people would be retained on staff and jobs
would be found for them and that they
wouldn't be let go. This man I mentioned is

reaching retirement age shortly and it just
fitted in nicely that he could move from EMO
and work out these regulations. About the

time those regulations are completed, his re-

tirement will come up.
It might have been that somebody in the

OPP could have done some of that work and
had the basic knowledge of it, but certainly

this man who moved over from EMO and

whose job was guaranteed has filled the posi-

tion very well. Maybe it was at a little more

money than he might otherwise have been

paid, but that was a commitment that was

given.

Mr. Stong: Does that same individual do

any work for the Ministry of Correctional

Services or the Attorney General? If so, is

part of his salary paid from those ministries?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Not that I know of.

He works solely in our office.

Mr. Stong: I also have some questions with

respect to the other item down in this same
vote.

Mr. Chairman: We will continue with item

1. That's the item I called for.

Mr. Lawlor: I have just a single question

arising out of that and I am going to put it

under main office, I believe. We have just

finished debating it. It had to do with the



840 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

status of the report on policing. That report
did leave an awful lot of items hanging. I

simply would like to know from the minister

about the status as I wouldn't know where
else it would be placed. It is true that of the

64 matters, some of them obviate themselves.

This update that you were good enough to

give us at an earlier time was dated May,
1975. I am suggesting, without recapitulating
the whole thing, that you bring the update
up to date and that we be clued in on all

those items that were not finalized.

[9:30]

I could start by reviewing, say under the

economics section, recommendation after

recommendation which have received no
determination at this particular time. Prom-
ises were made that it was under review,
that implementation would be expected
when something else was done—any number
of things. I don't think it's permissible in

the opposition to leave things in that sort of

limbo, and I am going to seek to prevail
upon the minister to clear the decks, let us
know what precisely was brought to paSs
and what wasn't at this date, and at least

we'll know to what extent tihis report on
policing became efficacious or did not do so

in the province.
I don't think we can do it for this par-

ticular debate, but we can for some subse-

quent Solicitor General's estimates. All I

am trying to do is to extract a promise from
you on this occasion.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: The hon. member for

Lakeshore said I was very agreeable, and
I won't change that. I will be very agreeable
to do so. I think we could do it for you for

Friday. The latest update we have is June
1976, but certainly we'll have it before these
estimates are over. As you know, we don't

go on with them day by day—they are

Mondays and Fridays—so I assume you
won't let me off the hook for a little while,
and before I am off the spot here we will
be glad to give you an update,

Let me say this, they might more prop-
erly be raised perhaps under the work of the
Ontario Police Commission. So by the time
we get there, maybe we'll have that update
for you.

Mr. Ziemba: In this vote, main office,

would it be correct for me to discuss the

community relations officers as well as

paddy wagons? I'll start and you can inter-

rupt me if I'm out of order.

You will probably agree that community
relations officers are in the front line of the
war on racism here in the city. I met with
the Solicitor General during the last session,

together with the member for York South

(Mr. MacDonald), in regard to racial diffi-

culties in the borough of York, and the

community relations officers were able to

resolve them. But there is a problem with

this group of men. First of all, they are a

small number, and secondly, there is a bit

of mistrust in the community.
It seems that while they are young and

they are from visible minority groups, they
are also policemen and they collect infor-

mation. They compile files on people, and

many of the people they work with rather

resent being in the police files, especially if

they are young. So there is a bit of anta-

gonism there and a bit of suspicion. I think

the Solicitor General can appreciate that. I

would hope that perhaps these community
relations officers would be given a bit more
freedom and a bit more flexibility with

regard to regular police duties, and not

report in the normal fashion by explaining
who they talked to on a particular evening
and collecting massive dossiers on people.

Secondly, they are difficult to get hold of.

It is difficult for me to get hold of them on

occasion, and I am sure that the people who
are having difficulty with harassment—immi-

grants—are also in that same position. The
people in Riverdale especially make a point
of this. One storekeeper says he has had his

window broken three times and he is now
almost forced to arm himself to protect his

store. Another East Indian taxi driver was
beaten up travelling in the riding of River-

dale, and there is an East Indian in the

borough of York who just the other day had
a molotov cocktail planted in his front yard.

These people would certainly like to get
hold of our community relations officers,

and I wonder if they could be made more
available in a sort of storefront operation
in the way that the legal aid system is. The
Parkdale Legal Aid Bureau might be as-

signed a few community relations officers to

work right out of there or out of our con-

stituency offices or to staff their own store-

fronts or something but to be available to

people who really need them.

These are the people who should be

dealing with the race problems in the city

—not the regular police force. One of the

papers, in an editorial the otiher day, made
a very good point in saying that when
members of the regular force go out on an

investigation, they seem to be aloof and

insensitive to the concerns of the immi-

grants. I think there has to be a bit more

sensitivity, which can only come from these

specially trained men.
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I would be interested in learning how
many officers of any kind were hired from
the minority groups, the visible minority

groups, over the past five years. I would
also be interested in finding out how many
left tfie force for one reason or another over

the past five years. That would be a very

interesting statistic.

Mr. Chairman, if you were to find your-
self in a paddy wagon on your way to

court, as very many people do in this city
on occasion-

Mr. Kerrio: Speak for yourself.

Mr. Conway: So we hear.

Mr. Samis: On the way to Queen's Park.

Mr. Zicmba: —you would find yourself
handcuffed to the chap next to you; and
there are usually three or four people hand-
cuffed together on both sides of the paddy
wagon. When the paddy wagon takes off,

there are two spotlights that come on—

Mr. Conway: Didn't I read this in the

Star?

Mr. Zicmba: You'll read it tomorrow.
As the paddy wagon takes off, these spot-

lights are supposed to highlight whatever

goes on in the back of the wagon. What
happens in many cases, especially if there is

a prisoner from a visible minority group, an
East Indian or a black, is that scores are

settled at that point.
I have talked to one young fellow who is

being held at the Metro West Detention
Centre. He's there today. He was severely
beaten by a group that identified themselves
as the OHIP Gang—these people apparently
drum up business for OHIP by beating up
prisoners—and he had his nose broken. He's
had two black eyes and he hasn't been guilty
of a thing. He's still before the courts.

I would like to get back to that, but
there's another chap, a Trinidadian, who is

being held at the Scarborough East Deten-
tion Centre. He was severely beaten at the

Don Jail and he was put under protective

custody.

Mr. Conway: Did the Ministry for Cor-
rectional Services (Mr. Drea) hear that?

Mr. Zicmba: Again, this chap is really in

terror when it comes to being transported
from one jail to another tied to a group of
other men who, for one reason or another

may attack him.

I would like the Solicitor General to table

in the House the number of injuries that

have been reported. I'm sure the police do

report injuries; they are responsible for people
who are being transported to and from court,

to and from the jails. It would be in the
corrections' interest to get those statistics.

If a man leaves in good shape and comes
back badly beaten, that would be reported
and I'd like to get that figure. If it is a prob-
lem—and I really think it is—perhaps there
should be alternatives to the present system of

paddy wagons. Perhaps cruisers should be
used or the policemen themselves, a couple
of policemen, asked to sit in the back with
the prisoners to make sure that law and
order prevails at this most crucial of times.

Those were the two points I wanted to bring
up.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: There being no
further speakers, shall—

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't know whether
he wants a brief statement. Perhaps I am at

fault, Mr. Chairman, in letting it go on quite
so long, because it probably more properly
belongs in the vote of the Ontario Police
Commission. As the member knows, the vari-
ous forces get their guidance, not from head
office but through the OPC; they are the ones
who might be able to give him more specific
information.

We'll try to get some figures on the paddy-
wagon problem that he raised.

'Mr. Conway: Get that smile off your face.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It could happen and
well try to get him some figures on it. Again,
the community relations officers are generally
with the larger municipal police forces. We
do have people doing community work with

the OPP. Of course, that would come under
their vote.

I do have attached to my office, but on the

payroll of the OPP, a Detective Inspector
Smith who does a lot of co-ordination with

the various forces across the province. He
can, in many cases, act as my community rela-

tions officer and get this kind of information

for me. So, specifically, in regard to the

transportation of prisoners—and a lot of that

is done by the police, some by Correctional

Services, but a lot of it by the police—we
will try to get those figures from the OPC
and have them for you.

Community relations officers: I know an
awful lot of the forces have them. But again,

even under their own responsibilities, I think

when times get a little tough maybe some of

the community officers are the ones who are

withdrawn from that to other fields of service;

and maybe that is not wisdom on their part.

But whether or not they have community rela-

tions officers depends on the various forces.

We have them in the OPP in certain areas,

and they are doing a good job.
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Mr. Stong: Mr. Chairman, through you to

the minister. I just wanted to get clarification

on the services item.

As I understand it, you indicated that there

was $79,000 allocated to advertising, and

$24,000 allocated to public relations. I would
like a breakdown of the difference between

advertising and PR. I don't mean in terms of

money but in terms of role and what was

accomplished.

With respect to advertising—what did that

consist of? And was there any co-operation
between the ministries with respect to adver-

tising the different roles in brochures put out

by the ministries of the Attorney General and
of Correctional Services? Could there not have
been a saving in advertising costs by com-

bining this activity?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Chairman, with

regard to the $79,000 for advertising—that is

done in just that way, by trying to put the

ads together in these various ethnic presses;
and of course, some of that covers police
work. It has tried to put them all together in

a way that they will cover all of the various

ministries and co-ordinate them to the best

advantage.

In regard to public relations—not a large
amount is specifically earmarked for that. I

think we have a breakdown of that $24,000.
It is, I am told, a $2,000 monthly payment to

the public relations firm which does a certain

amount of co-ordination for us in the way of

public relations; they handle various press

releases; although some of that is done within

our own ministry. They write the odd speech
for myself and for various other members of

the staff in the ministry.

Mr. Lewis: A public relations firm writing

your speeches? What do you pay your staff

for?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: There is the odd one.

I don't give that many speeches.

Mr. Lewis: That is why it is reprehensible.
Your speeches are odd enough as it is.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I would agree with
that. I use the firm on very rare occasions;
hut they are there for advice. I think last year
they probably did about two talks for me.

Mr. B. Newman: What is this one?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: They are used by the

ministry. They are used on a consultative

basis. They are used in connection with our

publicity program; some of the things we
were talking about earlier—the films that are

produced; they are consulted on films. They
are also consulted on the matter of the bro-

chures; and we did supply you with some of

the brochures that we put out. It is a con-

sultation fee.

Mr. Lewis: What is the name of the firm?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Public Relations Ser-

vices Limited.

Mr. Lewis: PRSL is on your payroll too!

Boy, oh boy!

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Lewis: Remember Peter Bruten?

[9:45]

Mr. Warner: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Before I begin I wish to congratulate you
on having been appointed to your position.
I know you will carry out your duties quite

admirably.
Through you, Mr. Chairman, to the minis-

ter there are a couple of issues that I would
like to raise. First, I want to put forward that

policing is too important to be left to the

police, too important to be left even to the

police schools.

This does not mean that it is not a special
art and that it does not require special skills

or that there is an unnecessary elitism in-

volved in restricting the policing of the com-

munity to a qualified class. What it does mean
is that all of us, police and non-police alike,

have a continuing interest in the quality and
effectiveness of our police system, particularly
because our form of political organization,

through which we give expression and force

to our law, is based on public participation in

political and social processes, on freedom to

debate public issues, and freedom to examine
and evaluate public institutions, including the

policing of the community.
I do not take credit for those words. They

come from what is commonly known as the

Morand report. One suggestion that flowed

from that was that we should have a citizen

complaint bureau, and secondly, as inter-

preted by the former Premier of this province,
that we should have the policing system in

the city of Metro Toronto come under the

more direct control of the council, the elected

people of Metro Toronto. I would like to

know from the minister when he intends to

see that happen.
I realize that in the instance of Me^ro

Toronto he can simply refer to the fact that

all of those comments are going to be dealt

with by the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) and
that there will be some legislation coming
forward in the spring, but I am thinking that

he can still deal with that concept as it

applies to all of the province of Ontario, not

just the city of Metro Toronto, because it is

a very important one.

If we are concerned that we have proper

policing and it is part of our social system
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in this province, then it rightfully belongs
connected to the political system. That means
that we deal with it directly through the
elected people in the municipalities and not
so much through the appointed commissions.
It's a very important link for citizens to have.

Secondly, I assume from your remarks
earlier that what you were alluding to is

that we are at long last going to see what
has been promised for some time now—a

citizen complaint bureau. I am wondering if

the minister can be more explicit when he
talks about a piece of legislation that he is

going to introduce. Are we actually going
to see the citizen complaint bureau? It's long
overdue.

I want to underscore it in terms of what
is happening in this city. I think the minister
is well aware of the problems which exist.

We have some very serious difficulties for

ethnic people in the city of Metro Toronto.

Quite frankly, they are not being dealt with

adequately by the Toronto police force. I

think the minister realizes this as well as I do.

Part of the answer may lie with the

Treasurer, agreed. The Metro Toronto police
force has indicated that it requires an addi-
tional 100 people and that many of those

people need to be employed as community
relations officers, that they need to be work-
ing in the communities, that they need to be
working with the various ethnic people in

Metro Toronto, and that they need to be
working with the police forces themselves,
because many of the biases-

Mr. Kerrio: The new police commissioner
is going to straighten them all out.

Mr. Warner: —which people in our com-
munity are living with and are accustomed
to, spill over into the police forces. I think the
minister is well aware of that,

It needs to be dealt with directly. I don't
think that in all fairness the Metro Toronto
police force can be expected to handle the
entire situation, if it identifies the need for
an additional 100 officers but the Treasurer is

going to prevent that happening. Clearly, his

budget, which allows something in the neigh-
bourhood of a 4.6 per cent increase for Metro
Toronto, will not in any way allow the Metro
Toronto police force to do the hiring that is

necessary.
I'm wondering if the minister is now pre-

pared to go to the Treasurer and say that we
have identified a very special need in Metro
Toronto with respect to racial problems, where
we want to deal with it effectively and

directly; that the Metro Toronto police force
is not at this moment entirely capable of

dealing with this situation and that we re-

quire some extra funds to be spent directly

on that problem to do the kind of hiring that's

needed and to hire the community officers

that are needed to work within our ethnic-

communities.

To underscore the problem even further-
and it requires, I think, some comment from
the minister—I take it the police force in

Metro Toronto are so harried at this point in

time because of their lack of manpower that

they are now selective about what incidents

they write up and what ones they don't.

Mr. Kerrio: The new police commissioner
is going to straighten that out.

Mr. Warner: I can cite, for example, an
incident which occurred in my riding where
someone was chased after, caught and beaten

by two security guards. When the people
who witnessed this phoned the police depart-
ment, the police arrived and made no report.
I assume they thought that was the end of

it. The citizens obviously had sense enough to

call their good elected member who followed

it down and found out that indeed the in-

cident had occurred. The security people later

admitted to it.

The police said that they had been told to

try to ascertain which incidents were of

greater importance and that only those of

greater importance should be written up. I

find that rather shocking to tell you the truth.

If it is the result of the fact that the police

officers are overworked and overburdened and
that they can't possibly handle all of the

situations they're given, then that once again
tells us that Metro Toronto needs more
officers. If it's something other than that, I'd

like to know, because it seems to me that

that's a pretty poor way to carry on things.

Mind you, I fully realize because of the

person who was involved and the neighbour-
hood in which the incident took place that it

really is just the sustaining of the two sets of

laws that we have. I realize all of that. One
can't expect when a court system upholds two

sets of laws, one for the rich and one for the

poor, that when these kinds of incidents oc-

cur in a very poor neighbourhood the police

are going to do anything other than ignore
the report. There's either that side of the

question or they simply don't have the man-

power to do the job they're supposed to do.

In either case, obviously the government loses

because the responsibility does come back to

the ministry.

I'm asking also if the minister could com-
ment on one of the comments raised by Mr.

Robarts in his report, and I quote: "In view

of the importance of policing to the local

community both as a service on its own and
in its interrelationships with other local
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services, steps should be taken to increase the

accountability and responsiveness of policing
local government." I assume that that applies
to all communities across Ontario.

I'm wondering how the minister is going to

respond. How does he intend to increase the

accountability and the responsiveness of

police forces to the local community and their

elected people? I have no more questions at

this point. Perhaps the minister can respond.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Before the minister

responds, I'd like to point out to the com-
mittee that the hon. member was really

talking on vote 1603 rather than 1601. I

allowed him to continue though many of his

remarks should have come at a later stage of

these proceedings. As we proceed in this

committee, 111 try to ask the members to

keep to the particular item and they can
come back on each item.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: He started off on a
matter that might be under 1601, but in

making some general comment in regard to

the entire matter of policing, he covered
more, as you say, than the particular vote at

issue.

Citizens' complaint bureau: I commented
on that in my opening remarks and suggested
that I hope to be bringing in legislation later

on in this session in regard to the proposals
we have but, 'as I said, I intend to discuss

those proposals with the critics of both the
Liberal and New Democratic parties. The bill

is such that I think it should go to committee.
At the same time there are other matters

which perhaps should be dealt with more
expeditiously such as the ones the hon. mem-
ber is raising about the composition of police
commissions. That brings us to two types of

commissions, one dealing with regional muni-
cipalities and the other dealing with the
other municipalities, which have three-man
commissions as opposed to five-man com-
missions.

The commissions of most of the regional
municipalities are set up in their own bills,
so I would like to get the standard or three-
man commission cleared up first. The main
problem there, of course, is that the present
Act requires a judge to be on the commis-
sion. We've had great co-operation from the

judges, who no longer are able to receive
extra remuneration for serving on these com-
missions, but they have continued to do so
now long past the time that they were able
to receive extra remuneration—many of them
as a sense of duty or because they enjoy the
work on the police commissions.

Many municipalities believe that a judge or

somebody who is recognized as impartial

should serve on those commissions, and they
are quite happy with that. Others, such as

Metropolitan Toronto, have suggested in

recent years that they don't want that sort of

situation; they want more appointees by the

council itself. There are two schools of

thought on it, and at the present time the

school that says, "Keep them removed from
the direct political connection or one source

of political connection," seems to be gaining a

little more momentum than it did two years

ago. But there are two distinct schools of

thought and both have some very strong

reasoning that they can back up their posi-
tions with.

As the hon. member knows, Mr. Robarts
recommended one thing in his Metropolitan
Toronto report, and we'll be considering that

when we deal with the regional municipality
of Metropolitan Toronto. But in the mean-
time, dealing with the other forces, it would
be my hope to keep a judge as permissible.
A lot of our communities are quite happy
and content with that. If that's the case, one
of the other two would be the mayor of the

municipality and the other, I think, would be
a provincial representative.
When the hon. member says, "Make them

all municipally appointed," most of the ques-
tions that I get asked in this House are ques-
tions dealing with actions of various municipal
forces. Certainly some of them are OPP, and
some of them deal with fire and forensic ser-

vices, but most of the questions I get are

questions relating to actions of municipal
forces. Remember that we do pay a grant of

some $10 per head to help with the policing.
I know in many cases it's not a large per-

centage but it is a percentage.
In the sense that we must have some uni-

form policy of policing—and both opposition

parties are saying to me today, "Why don't

you tell municipal forces to do such and
such?"—one way we can tell them is through
the Ontario Police Commission and then poss-

ibly through our representatives. I don't mean
we put any influence on our representatives
in that way at all. We don't. But we hope to

get people there who are not responsible to

the municipal council, who have a certain in-

dependence, who can know what the policy
of the Ontario Police Commission is and in

that way follow it through.
Sometimes the municipal representatives

are pretty independent souls; that's fine, but

they are not quite as ready to take directions

from the Ontario Police Commission as others

are. So having a municipal representative and

a representative from the province with the

impartial judge, if they choose to continue

and the municipality wants them to continue,
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I think makes a pretty good mix for the three-

man commissions.

Mr. Conway: Have you found a replace-
ment for Elmer yet? There must be a Tory
somewhere to fill that chair.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Oh, there are lots of

good Tories. But, as the hon. member knows,
we just don't restrict our vision-

Mr. Conway: I hear—

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Order. Order,

please.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: —to the Tories of this

province, If we can find good people some-

place else, they may get the call.

Mr. Conway: I hear Marvin Shore is avail-

able.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: He may get the call.

Who knows?
I'm saying that we'll hear more about the

composition, certainly of the three-men police

commissions, I doubt if we will do anything
about the regional commissions for a while.

[10:00]

Mr. Sam is: Where is John Smith when we
need him?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Lack of manpower: I

think there is again a school of thought that

all the crime in the province, within the

municipalities of this province, can be solved
or considerably done away with by hiring
more policemen. I don't necessarily buy that

theory. I don't say that if you had even 100

per cent police that you would have no crime
at all, because regrettably occasionally we
get a few misdemeanours among the police
themselves. But I come back to the point
that you need some public morality to sup-
port the police and if you don't have that

public morality going for you, then the police,
no matter how many and how good they are,

are going to be in difficulties.

If you say that we have ethnic problems
here in Toronto, and that is doubtlessly true

in many cases, I don't think all the policemen
in the world are going to solve those prob-
lems alone. I am not prepared to go to the

Treasurer and say: "Mr. Treasurer, if you
gave me some special funds for Metropolitan
Toronto that I could apply to the police of

Toronto, they would be able to clear up or

suppress the ethnic problems." It goes deeper
than policing and that's the point I tried to

make earlier. It's a community sickness and
not one that the police can themselves cor-

rect, so I am not prepared to go to the

Treasurer and ask for special funds for that

matter for Toronto.

They have some 5,500 people on the

Metropolitan Toronto police and I think the

force is quite capable of looking after the

major matters that we expect it to look after.

In other ways we hope to make it easier, as

I mentioned in my opening remarks, to ease

pressure on the police forces such as through
their appearances in court and things of that

nature.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: The member for

Ottawa East.

Mr. Conway: The Monday night special.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Chairman, first of all I do
want to join my colleagues here in congratu-
lating you on your appointment. You will

receive my wholehearted support, especially
when you take active part in curtailing the

activities of the member for Renfrew North

(Mr. Conway). You will get my wholehearted

support for this.

I just want to make a few brief comments
on this vote because I think it's difficult to

situate it in any other specific vote. The
comments I want to make are in reference,
first of all, to the opening comments made by
the minister. Possibly the first question I

should ask the minister is about this PR firm

that wrote this speech here, or the comments
that he made at the opening of the estimates.

Like many of my colleagues here, I just find

it strange. I can't for the life of me justify

why a Solicitor General who is surrounded by
assistants and then deputies and people all

the way down the line, would require the

services of a PR firm to write speeches. That's

what I understood, Mr. Chairman, to be the—

Mr. Wildman: Who owns the PR firm?

Mr. Conway: The Tories believe in sharing
the wealth.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Maybe that speech
would have been better if it had had the

assistance of a PR firm.

Mr. Roy: Well, I don't know. Frankly, I

haven't seen any of your speeches which
smack of the expertise of a PR firm. I don't

think the Solicitor General of the province
should be using such services. You tell the

facts the way they are. I mean, why do you
have to jazz up a speech by a PR firm, espe-

cially when we know that this particular firm

appears to be on the payroll of every ministry
of this government?

Mr. Makarchuk: Maybe he's running for

the leadership of the Tory party.

Mr. Wildman: Does Dalton Camp own it?

Mr. Roy: I frankly don't see any justifica-

tion whatsoever for this ministry to use it. I

could see the Minister of Industry and Tour-
ism (Mr. Bennett) needing some PR.

Mr. Warner: He needs help.
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Mr. Roy: You've got to do a bit of jazz
and you've got to soup it up a little bit to get
the tourists into place, but why the Solicitor

General should require—

Mr. Conway: Who is your barber?

Mr. Roy: He's been commenting on my
haircut. I keep telling him I go down to the

small claims court in Ottawa every day to get
a trim.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Your barber is worse
than my speech writer.

Mr. Makarchuk: Does the Minister of In-

dustry and Tourism get his cut there too?

Mr. Roy: Having said this, possibly one of

my colleagues, the critic, may have something
to say about this $24,000. I really see no

justification whatsoever for it.

Mr. Warner: He needs help.

Mr. Roy: The Premier might need some
jazzing up, some PR stuff. But for the Soli-

citor General of this province, I frankly see

no justification for it. I really think that the

members here in the Legislature would be

doing the province a service by cutting out
that what we consider to be excess or a waste
of money. After all, the Treasurer is telling
us that we are facing an extra $300 million

and some deficit in addition to what he has

already proposed. How much is it?

Mr. Lewis: It is $375 million.

Mr. Roy: And we are paying this firm

$24,000. I think it's time that we start cutting
out some of that chaff. It is unnecessary.

Mr. Lewis: I'll do a couple of speeches for

you each year.

Mr. Makarchuk: For half the price.

Mr. Lewis: For no retainer.

Mr. Conway: If that leadership race
doesn't pick up, you won't have the time.

Mr. Roy: The second thing I wanted to

mention pertaining to the minister's opening
comments is that in his speech on page eight
he talks about organized crime. I suppose in

every estimate I've been in since 1971 some-

body has mentioned the question of organized
crime. We have always had the same response.
The minister says, "No, in Ontario it's not

necessary. Maybe it's necessary in some other

jurisdictions, but not in Ontario, We don't

have a problem."
He doesn't say we don't have a problem,

but he says the problem is not such that it

requires this type of inquiry into the question
of organized crime. Yet from year to year we
seem to have evidence at least that organized
crime is getting more involved and that there
is more activity in the major centres of this

province. Yet we keep getting the answer,

"It's under control. We have no problem and
we don't need this."

The thing that I find interesting is that

on page eight it states: "Such an inquiry
would certainly impair the effectiveness of

police investigations which rely on under-

cover surveillance activity that cannot be
made public." The suggestion is that in a

jurisdiction like Quebec the inquiry into or-

ganized crime has impaired the function and

activity of that jurisdiction in combatting or-

ganized crime. They had a public inquiry and
from time to time they are not afraid of re-

viving the inquiry. I don't see that at all.

I want to say to the minister that it may
be at this particular time you are not organ-
ized to have this type of an inquiry. If you
are going to have a public inquiry, you have

got to work towards it over a period of years
in the sense that you have got to build up
your evidence. You can't just decide to have
an inquiry and not have any evidence to

present to the inquiry.

The reason for the inquiry in the first place
is because the normal methods of combating
organized crime are not effective enough. One
of the most effective weapons in these circum-

stances is bringing this type of activity into

the public light. Sometimes this type of

inquiry educates not only the public but very
often some of your own police forces who are

not aware of particular activities of organized
crime. Very often the officer on the beat may
see a particular activity and never associate

it with organized crime. He's looking for

someone breaking windows or breaking doors

or robbing banks. Often he is not in a posi-

tion, without proper education or without

proper enlightenment through an inquiry to

see the type of activity that's involved in or-

ganized crime.

I am saying basically to the minister that

we should, on the long term, quit kidding
ourselves in this province. The fact that we
keep going around saying, "No, we don't

have a problem; it doesn't exist," doesn't

mean to say it's not there. The evidence

seems to indicate, and I think anyone in-

volved in the administration of justice or in

enforcing the laws here in this province
realizes it, over a period of time, that any
time you get a conglomerate of people and

any time you have a lot of money in a par-
ticular area, then this is a prime area for or-

ganized crime to get established, and Ontario

is no excepiton. If it is it's the only exception,
I suggest, in all of North America.

I would like to hear the minister saying,

"Yes, maybe in the long term we're working
towards possibly organizing an inquiry. Yes,

at this point we're possibly building up evi-
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dence." He will recall the inquiry in Quebec,
for instance. They had all the wiretap evi-

dence and they were able to organize wit-

nesses; they had been working at that on a

long-term basis.

I suggest to the minister that the inquiry
into organized crime in a jurisdiction like

Quebec was an exercise that was beneficial,

not only to the public but to all the police

forces. In that sense, when this thing was

brought out publicly, it curtailed the activ-

ities of many of the individuals who were
involved in this type of activity.

I'm suggesting to the minister that the time

has come to quit kidding ourselves about this.

For him to say it's a unanimous opinion that

a public inquiry is not necessary and to

suggest that a public inquiry somehow would

hamper the activity right now of the police,
I just have to wonder. It may be that he does

have that type of plan and he feels it's not

in the public interest to reveal it, but I find

that this kind of statement is not in conform-

ity with the facts, at least in other juris-

dictions.

The final point I would like to mention on
this vote—and I don't really know where it

would go except to mention this directly in

the ministry vote—is the question of crime
statistics as brought out by various police

departments.
The minister may be aware that in Ottawa

recently some defence counsel got together
and looked at the statistics being brought out

by the police, who were saying, "There's an
increase in serious crimes or in violence,
there's an increase in murder of such a per-

centage, there's an increase in rape and violent

crimes, and so on."

When the counsel got down to study each
one of these offences, they realized that in

fact the statistics the police were putting out
did not conform at all with the conviction

rate of these individuals. In some offences

the difference was as much as 80 per cent.

In other words, on many charges of murder
the accused ended up being convicted some-
times of assault causing bodily harm, and yet
the statistics for murder had not been

changed.
There was also another situation—and I

think some of my colleagues mentioned this

—where in one particular instance an accused
was charged alternatively with three differ-

ent types of serious offences. Obviously he
could not be convicted of the three offences

and a couple of charges were withdrawn.
The statistics, at least those the police were

putting out, showed certain rates and the

public was left with the opinion that there's

a great increase in crime,

Of course, it's helpful in some measure to

the police, because they can go to their poli-
tician and say, "Here is the tremendous in-

crease in this area. We need better equip-
ment. We need more manpower. We need
more of this and more of that." In some ways
it intimidates those in authority to say, "Yes,
we'd better give in, because we face a
serious problem."

I suspect that this goes on right across

the province. The minister says of the serious

offences that the police sometimes have to

charge alternative offences because they're
not really too sure at that point what an
accused is going to be convicted of. Just as

an example, if an accused is stopped while
he's been drinking and driving his car and
he is charged with driving while impaired
or, under section 236, driving while his blood
alcohol level is over 0.08, obviously he can't

be convicted of both, Yet it's registered as

two offences.

[10:15]

This goes on all the time. An accused is

charged with rape and, at the same time,
indecent assault and maybe assault causing

bodily harm; so we get this duplication of

charges. In that sense, when statistics are

kept on those charges, it is erroneous. We
should attempt to have statistics as accurate

as possible. I appreciate there are some cir-

cumstances where the police have to lay

alternative charges, in cases where it is diffi-

cult to say. But to suggest that there has

been an increase in murder of such a per-

centage, and then they find out it is maybe
50 per cent. According to an Ottawa survey,

about 60 per cent of people charged with

murder were, in fact, charged with murder
of a certain degree and they ended up not

being convicted of that at all. Yet in the

statistics it came out that you had this large

increase.

I think it is erroneous. I think we should

strive to tell our police forces that we should

be careful about that. We should try to have

statistics which reflect reality, figures that

are not inflated.

Having made these comments on these

three points, I look forward to receiving the

remarks of the minister, Mr. Chairman.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Lest you think that

my speeches are costing the citizens of this

province $24,000 a year—my staff are anxious

to have that matter clarified. I think, prob-

ably, the consultants did two speeches for

me in the course of last year. I don't re-

member exactly, but I think over the course

of my time in the Solicitor General's ministry

I have had them prepare three speeches, I
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don't know in which financial year those

three speeches may have fallen. However,
their main work is in giving advice on and
assistance in the preparation of crime and
fire prevention brochures. I gave the opposi-
tion critics copies of some of this work.

In the drafting of film scripts for fire pre-
vention and crime prevention: The film script

Doing It Wrong was a very successful film

that our ministry produced and is one I re-

ferred to in my opening remarks. It deals

with young people who get off to a bad start

on a weekend with liquor and a few other

things; it shows the consequences of their

actions. That is the kind of advice they give,

they advise on that; also on radio scripts for

some of our various safety measures.

The public relations firm initiates a few
speeches. They have done two or three for

me over the course of my time in the min-

istry, and maybe one or two for others.

In community crime prevention, they do
some of the work that one of the NDP mem-
bers was asking us to do; they advise on that,
as well as public relations material for the

OPP community services, for schools and
community meetings.

So some of the things that you said the

police should be doing, that is exactly
where the public relations people are serv-

ing us. The thought is that if we didn't have
them we would need another one and a half

people in the ministry to handle public rela-

tions. We presently have one public relations

officer, Mr. Sidney Allinson, and he has one

secretary working with him. We feel that

we are saving a possible one and a half by
using this outside consultant; and the work
they do for me personally is a very minor

part of what they do.

The member for Ottawa East, of course,
has come back to his favourite subject, or-

ganized crime. We have a gulf of difference

between us on the way to approach this. I

have questioned the procedure that most of

these commissions use. In other words, you
suspect a person of being involved in crime,

but you haven't got enough evidence to lay

charges so you start some public inquiry

whereby you might hope to get him to com-
mit himself out of his own mouth, or if he
refused to give answers that might make
him commit himself.

Mr. Samis: That is not a fair representa-
tion.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Then you go on from
there and suggest that he should be locked

up for contempt of court or for some other

thing.

That is not the way we like to see justice
done in this province. I don't like to go so

far as to say there is never a place for these

inquiries, because the situation might be that

in the public interest we should have one;
and we have had them in the past. But they
are very costly. Last year, you might recall,

we estimated that one of these commissions

—particularly in the manner that Quebec has

been doing—would run into millions of dol-

lars. If that was the case, the police said

they would rather have the expenditure in

more up-to-date equipment and more per-
sonnel. Last spring we arranged for just that.

There is some inconsistency.

Mr. Samis: How many millions for the

election?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: At the present time

we are looking at ways to curtail expenditures
in the police, but at the same time I am
hoping it will not affect the kind of people
who are engaged in active police duty on

organized crime or the major crimes.

Organized crime certainly is a problem,
but I think it is under as much control as

any other crime, We know, as I said in the

opening address, who the main people are.

Our problem is to try to get the evidence.

Mr. Wildman: Who is controlling it

though?

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I keep coming back
to the fact that although Quebec produced
a lot of evidence in connection with its in-

quiry, as to the actual convictions and the

police work in connection with those convic-

tions, much of it was done in the province
of Ontario.

Crime statistics are in the news today.

They are in the news because the deputy
ministers of the Attorneys General and Solici-

tors General, and indeed Correctional Serv-

ices across the country, have been talking

about the problems in regard to statistics.

That is not to say that present statistics are

a shambles. They are not, There is a for-

mula for statistics, but like any statistics they
can often be mixed up depending upon who
is doing the interpretation of them. I quite

agree that sometimes police statistics are

used in the way that the member for Ot-

tawa East suggested that they were used, to

suggest that there is more crime than is in

actual existence, and therefore that we should

be spending more money in fighting that

crime.

A little earlier I said I didn't think all

crimes could be put out of the way simplv

by employing more police. Crime is a much
deeper thing than just that. I would acree

that the statistics should be examined. Our
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Justice policy field has been looking for ways
in which we could get one basic statistic

for the Justice field, as I said earlier, to deal

with both the courts and the various correc-

tional institutions that these people may end

up in. Very often they go from institution to

institution and very often they are not only

picked up once but they are picked up a

number of times—recidivists, as you know.
If we could have the same kind of informa-

tion for the police as well, we would have
one set of information that we would have
for these people and have it all compu-
terized in one way or another.

So it's in the news and you are reading
about it because it is under study, We real-

ize the problems involved. Not only is it a

Canada-wide problem but it is certainly a

problem that our own ministries are dealing
with and they hope to present some better

answer to the matter of statistics very

shortly. In the meantime, certainly the police
have a formula and I'll be glad to produce
that formula for you.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Chairman, on that question:
First of all, on the $24,000 that I talked

about for speeches, I'm glad to hear that it

wasn't only for speeches. If I had the min-
ister's assurance that the emphasis actually
is on brochures and on assistance in the PR
end of it—whether it be radio, television,

crime prevention, that sort of thing—I can

see some logic in that. I frankly had been
led to believe by your earlier comments that

what these people were doing was writing

speeches for you and I thought $24,000 was

just a bit much.
Hon. Mr. MacBeth: For the kind of speech

I give, I would agree with you.

Mr. Roy: I don't want to be provocative,
to use your leader's words. You are a pretty

good fellow but it's pretty tough to get

overly—well, I shouldn't say enthusiastic, but
the type of stuff that the leader, or the

former leader, or the leader of the NDP, I

should say—
Mr. Breithaupt: Leader pro tern.

Mr. Roy: —would get involved in doesn't

come out of your ministry. It's hard to get
all flamboyant and have all sorts of PR lights

flashing all over out of your ministry. You've

got to be serious and you've got to be sort

of dour to some degree, I suppose, to be-

come effective as the Solicitor General of

the province,

Mr. Conway: What two speeches didn't

you write? Those are the two I want to hear
about.

Mr. Roy: I do want to say this to the min-
ister on the question of organized crime.

You brushed oft too lightly what I've been

suggesting. I think you do a disservice to

other jurisdictions to suggest that the only
purpose for a public inquiry is to get certain

people up there and then, when they don't
answer questions, find them in contempt of
court and send them to jail for a year. I

think you are doing these people a disservice.

I watched on television some of the activi-

ties of the Quebec commission. I watched
the three presiding judges who were at the

hearing. The evidence brought forward was
in fact wiretap evidence, They weren't just

calling in anybody and saying, "What have
you got to say?" and when the fellow didn't

want to answer find him in contempt of court

and cart him off for a year. They had solid

evidence and they wanted some explanation.
When it was clear there was a refusal on
the part of certain individuals about which
they had very strong evidence of certain

activity, backed up not only by wiretap evi-

dence but by evidence of certain other wit-

nesses, then at that point, after a thorough
investigation, some of these people were
found in contempt of the commission.

My discussion with the people in Quebec-
involved with this inquiry brought out the

fact that, first of all, there was education of

the public and then there was education of

various police forces. It may well be that

the OPP and the large metropolitan forces

are equipped to deal with that and have
certain expertise within their police depart-

ments, but many areas of that department
are not aware of this and many smaller

forces are not aware of certain activities.

That's an education for them as well.

Finally, they wrote a lengthy report with

certain recommendations, about how you
could curtail certain types of activity. If I

recall, in Quebec, I think they said the most
effective way to curtail a lot of activities was

through the income tax laws. So I think by
your sort of summary dismissal of an in-

quiry, you're saying, "We work another way
more effectively by certain good equipment
and we get certain convictions." I think

there is something good to be said about

both. What I'm saying to you is that I

clearly have the feeling, and I think many
of my colleagues would agree with me, that

Ontario has basically taken the approach that

"they've got all these problems in Quebec
with organized crime, but in Ontario we
don't have that sort of problem. We don't

need an inquiry. We've got the thing under

control."

Yet we clearly have the impression that

it's spreading, that it's getting better organ-

ized, and that in fact it's getting involved in
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more areas. Somehow the police who are

giving us assurances all the time that they've

got it under control don't seem to have the

type of control that the minister is satisfied

with.

Mr. Conway: The Attorney General will

find a few headlines.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I don't think I can
add much, I've noted what the member says
in regard to organized crime. I haven't out-

lawed it, nor has the Attorney General out-

lawed the possibility of it. As I say, we are

still taking our advice from our senior police
and people in the Attorney General's office.

Their present position is still that it would
do more harm than good. But I haven't out-

lawed it as an ultimate tool that might be
used.

On motion by Hon. Mr. MacBeth, the

committee of supply reported progress.

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE

Mr. Speaker: This afternoon we received a

report from the standing committee on re-

sources development and the report was

adopted, but we neglected to ask whether
the bill in question should be ordered for

the committee of the whole House or third

reading,

Mr. Breithaupt: The committee of the

whole House.

Mr. Speaker: The committee of the whole
House. Is that agreed, just so that we can

have that in Hansard?

Agreed.

On motion by Hon. Mr. MacBeth, the

House adjourned at 10:28 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

TRIBUTES TO FORMER SPEAKER

Mr. Speaker: Just before we proceed with

regular business, and since the former Speak-

er, the member for Northumberland, is in his

seat, I would like to welcome him back as a

regular member of the Legislature and to

say how much I enjoyed and appreciated

working with him, and enjoyed his wise

counsel.

As most members know, Mr. Speaker
Rowe was responsible for hosting the Ontario

segment of the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association conference, which was hosted by
the Canadian branch this year. He did an
excellent job on behalf of the province and
on behalf of the assembly.

Mr. Rowe provided the hon. government
House leader—the member for Brock (Mr.

Welch), and the member for Kitchener (Mr.

Breithaupt) and myself, the opportunity to

participate with Her Honour at a tree plant-

ing ceremony in Niagara-on-the-Lake, which
was held in conjunction with the visit of the

CPA delegates. At that time we were able

to join in commemorating the 185th anni-

versary of the first sitting of the Parliament
of Upper Canada, 185 years ago today.

Another tree was planted commemorating
the hosting of CPA by Canada and the prov-
ince of Ontario. The third tree was for the

purpose of commemorating the 25th anni-

versary of Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth's
ascension to the Throne. During the progress
of those three events it was brought home,
certainly to me and I'm sure to many in the

audience, just how important parliamentary
democracy is to each and every one of us.

I want to thank you personally, Mr. Speak-
er, and all of those who assisted you with
those arrangements. I'm getting letters back
now from the delegates saying how appre-
ciative they were of the hospitality shown
bv you, and our very capable table officers,

who jointly assisted greatly in making then-

stay a very memorable and a very enjoyable
one indeed.

I think we should hearken back to those

celebrations and transfer the feeling that
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was certainly evident at that time to this

very chamber. As you know, parliamentary

democracy is very fragile. I think most of us

think it is something we should preserve and
build upon, and I see no better way for us

to do it, individually and collectively, than

by showing that we do show respect for it

and we think it is worthwhile preserving and

building on. I hope our actions in this

chamber will carry on that spirit that was
carried on here and shown so capably by you,
Mr. Rowe, our hon. member for Northumber-
land. Thank you very much.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, if you would
allow just a few moments, we on this side

of the House would like to be associated

with the tribute which you have paid to the

hon. member for Northumberland. We in

caucus have welcomed him back to a more
active role in the affairs of our caucus, and
we want to underline, and indeed echo, the

very generous remarks which you have made
in a very fitting way to the role of the

Speaker and the way in which it was dis-

charged by the hon. member for Northumber-

land, indeed with dignity and with patience
and with fairness. I might be allowed this

even, that it was perhaps appropriate that

one of his final acts, as he shared in the

hosting of the parliamentary conference to

which you've made reference, was that he

would be in that great riding of Brock and
that we would have some recognition there

with respect to the historic matters to which

you have made reference.

We pay tribute to a public servant who
has recognized the very important role of

Speaker in our system, and I agree with you
most wholeheartedly a very important posi-

tion indeed. We will, I'm sure, look forward

to the opportunity of working together to

continue to accomplish the goals of which

you have reminded us.

We say quite simply, thank you, to the

hon. member for Northumberland, and wel-

come back to a more active involvement in

the affairs of that group, Mr. Speaker, to

your right.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I wish also to

associate myself and the members of our

party with the comments made by yourself,

sir, and by the government House leader, in
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thanking the hon. member for Northumber-
land for the service he has given, not only to

this House—and I think he knows that most

of us are well aware of the strains, on one's

health and one's time and one's family, that

the job of Speaker involved—I say not only
to this House because I truly believe, and I

say this sincerely, that the member has

devoted himself to the whole process of

democracy.
I worked for some time, Mr. Speaker,

as an assistant to a federal Speaker, the Hon.

Alan MacNaughton, and I know the kinds

of strains and the kinds of turmoil which

Speakers work under. If anything this House
is perhaps even more difficult from time to

time, perish the thought. I just want to

say, in all sincerity, Mr. Speaker, that the

hon. member for Northumberland has con-

ducted himself with dignity, with grace,

and has been a credit to the democratic

system and we thank him.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, before the mem-
ber for Northumberland rises, as he probably
will want to, to reflect, I hope not with

anguish, on his years as Speaker in this Legis-

lature, let me say to you, Russell Rowe, that

we share the immense affection that all of

your colleagues in this House have for you,
the respect for the very difficult job you did.

It was an awkward one; there were moments
when this House was terribly tempestuous
and turbulent, by no means the fault of the

Speaker.

As I watched the federal House of Com-
mons on parade yesterday in question period
on television, I thought to myself with what

dignity, decorum, excellence, wit and pro-

priety we conduct ourselves by comparison.
That is surely a tribute to you, and we wish

you well in all future endeavours.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, I too am
pleased to make a few comments with re-

spect to the work which Mr. Speaker Rowe
has done, and indeed, his task as Speaker
in this House was made obviously much
more difficult by the events that brought mi-

nority government to the people of Ontario.

He has served as Speaker through three

Parliaments-the 29th, 30th and 31st. Even
though the length of each of those and the

time of his service has been comparatively
brief with respect to the three years, I think

the responsibilities and the involvements

have crowded in on him more so than on

any Speaker in the history of Ontario.

I have particularly known Mr. Speaker
Rowe while being House leader for my party
and being our representative on the Board
of Internal Economy, of which he was the

chairman. Certainly as chairman, the leader-

ship which he has given in the past several

years has substantially changed the operation
of this Legislature and of the attendant or-

ganizations, the funds for which we are re-

sponsible on the Board of Internal Economy.
His interest in the Commonwealth Parlia-

mentary Association has been referred to and
it has certainly been one that has brought
much honour to him and much pleasure as

well.

He now leaves the Speakership to devote

somewhat more time to the duties of his

constituency and to his family, and I cer-

tainly give him my best wishes and echo

the comments made by the other members
who have spoken so far for the future, and
thank him for the services which he has

given to all of us.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, if I might
be allowed a postscript to my remarks, I

think it would be a serious oversight on our

part if we didn't recognize that included in

the responsibilities of the Speaker are very

heavy social responsibilities as well. Mr.

Speaker Rowe has been assisted in such an

admirable way by a very charming lady,

obviously Mrs. Rowe, we'd want the record

to show our appreciation to Marjorie Rowe
as well, a gracious lady who has in fact

assisted so well in those responsibilities.

Mr. Rowe: Mr. Speaker, if I may be per-

mitted a word or two. May I say first of all

that in my modesty I'm embarrassed with

all the kind remarks which I hear here this

afternoon. I do appreciate them. I appreciate

the letters, the many letters which I've

received from the individual members of the

assembly here as well.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, I would like to

congratulate you on your taking over this

particular office. It's a very onerous office.

It's a very important office. I know your

ability, so I know that you will be carry-

ing out your duties to a very excellent high
standard.

The member for Scarborough West men-
tioned the goings on in the House of Com-
mons yesterday. I saw that too, you see, I

wasn't here; and I had somewhat the same

thought.
I think one of my aims, of course, as well

as conducting the affairs of the business in

as orderly a fashion as possible, was to get

all the members together as much as possible

to get rid, somewhat, of some of the adver-

sary aspects of our parliamentary life. You

know, especially right after an election, when

everybody's all steamed up with telling them

what good guys they are and the party they

represent and so on, they come in here and
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they think all those people over there are

bad guys.

Mr. Lewis: You know better, don't you?

12:15]

Mr. Rowe: I really should be over there

motioning this way too.

Anyway, I tried to get you around my
dinner table and at other events to get

acquainted on a more personal relationship.

I hope that has been somewhat successful

in that respect.

I have many pleasant memories, of course,

from my years in the Speaker's chair, not

only those which emanate from this House
but also, as was mentioned by one of the

speakers this afternoon, the many, many
social events which one is called upon to

attend or to host. We have many mementoes
and many pleasant memories from that.

I might just say before sitting down that

this is really the first time I ever sat, in my
14 years, on the right side of the House. For

you newcomers over there, I've always sat

over there or else up there.

Mr. Nixon: We'll try to fix that.

Mr. Rowe: It sure looks different, fellows,

I'll tell you.

Mr. Bounsall: It looks better, eh?

Mr. Conway: But don't read Marvin's

notebook.

Mr. Rowe: Thank you very much, all you
people, for your kind expressions. I do

appreciate them and I know that I'll carry

the message home to my wife, as well, from
the member for Brock. Thank you again.

Mr. Speaker: Just before proceeding to

ministerial statements, I would be remiss if

I did not make mention of the excellent and

very significant contribution to this Legis-

lature and its committees by the hon. mem-
ber for Simcoe East (Mr. G. E. Smith), who
was the former deputy chairman of the com-

mittee of the whole House. I personally en-

joyed working with him very, very much. We
had an excellent working arrangement. We
had an excellent understanding. As a matter

of fact, while we share the responsibility of

chairmanship for committees, I don't think

we ever voted once. I think we had a per-
fect understanding in our working relation-

ship and our responsibilities to the House,
and I would just like to say personally,
thank you very, very much for the assistance

and the encouragement given to me by the

hon. member for Simcoe East.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

PUBLIC HEALTH REPORT
Hon. Mr. Timbrell: For some time, Mr.

Speaker, my ministry has been becoming
increasingly aware of the need for more
extensive and effective programs to promote
improved health and to prevent disease.

To this end, we commissioned a review
of public health services in Ontario by the
Canadian Public Health Association which
I have tabled today. Their work was sig-

nificantly aided by an advisory committee
representing not only major elements from
the public health sector, but such bodies
as the Ontario Hospital Association, the On-
tario Medical Association and the Association
of Ontario Boards of Health. Consultation
was wide, and the report—entitled "Ontario
Public Health-1977-Some Current Issues"-
is the result of the process of discussion.

The report is in two parts. The first out-
lines perceptions of the existing Ontario public
health system, examined from within and
outside the system. The second part com-
prises recommended policy adjustments for

the health services field in Ontario, with

special reference to the public health system
and policy decisions within that system.
Many of the recommendations are directed

to various parts of the field-the ministry,

educators, boards of health. For instance, the

report alleges, and I quote, "inability of

local official health agencies to meet local

needs and to priorize clearly their activities."

This is an area where we will have to really
examine the relationship of the ministry with
these bodies, and the role of municipal gov-
ernment in this field.

The ministry will be examining all the
issues raised in considerable detail, and will

be looking for input from professionals and
professional associations, municipal govern-
ments and all others involved. As a result,
next spring I will be in a position to declare

policy decisions resulting from that examina-
tion.

Mr. Lewis: Who drafted that with all those

split infinitives?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Some of the recom-

mendations have already begun to be im-

plemented such as updating the immuniza-

tion policy for the province, thoroughly

evaluating health promotion activities in On-

tario, improving the delivery and support of

genetic services, major initiatives and support
for family planning, and continuing expan-
sion of our well-received home care program.

I think it is important to note that the

report is not designed as a fully developed



856 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

plan for the future of public health in On-
tario. Its value lies in the wide consultation

and discussion that preceded its preparation
and which will be continued as public
health programs are further developed and
refined in Ontario.

Mr. Lewis: That is why you need the
three Rs—because of writing like that.

HEALTH AND SAFETY LEGISLATION

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, members
will recall that in December 1976, the Em-
ployees' Health and Safety Act, 1976, or Bill

139, was enacted. That Act reflects the com-
mitment of this government to the two central

themes of the Ham commission report—first,

the need for greater openness and greater

employee participation in matters of health

and safety, and second, the development of

dual responsibility on the part of labour and

management in the identifying, controlling
and eliminating of occupational hazards.

At the appropriate time today I shall in-

troduce for first reading legislation which
both carries forward that basic commitment
and as well fulfils the further commitment
I made at that time to create a comprehensive
omnibus Act which would consolidate all

existing occupational health and safety

legislation.

This bill, the Occupational Health and

Safety Act, 1977, combines and reconciles

the provisions of the Industrial Safety Act,
the Construction Safety Act, part IX of the

Mining Act, the Silicosis Act and Bill 139.

The bill has been drafted following upon:
first, intensive examination of those statutes

by officials within my ministry; second, care-

ful study of the report and the recommenda-
tions of several commissions—one in our own
jurisdiction, namely the Ham report, and
those in other jurisdictions, for example, Al-

berta's Gale report and the United Kingdom's
Roben's report; and third, through extensive

consultation with employer and employee
groups throughout the entire province, many
of whom submitted briefs on the many issues

addressed within the legislation.

Copies of this non-legislative background
material have been compiled in a compen-
dium which will be tabled with the bill. While
I should be delighted to bring the compen-
dium with us to the House, I have to tell you
that the amount of material fills, for each

copy of the compendium, five boxes. It was
my concern that I would not be able to see

the faces of the hon. members for Hamilton
West and Scarborough West behind those

boxes when the compendium was tabled.

As members know, responsibility for all

occupational health and safety legislation has,

for approximately one year now, resided

within the Ministry of Labour. The creation

of the occupational health and safety divi-

sion within the ministry under the direction

of an assistant deputy minister, has provided
the structure necessary to implement the com-

prehensive statute which will shortly be be-

fore this House.

Now that the process of integration has

been completed, with the passage of this

legislation, I am confident that we shall have

significantly increased our ability and our

capacity to deal effectively with matters of

health and safety in the workplace to an
extent not hitherto possible.

I should point out that the bill which I

shall introduce deals with substantive matters

of considerable import. Of course, as with

any attempt to consolidate and reconcile long-

standing legislation enacted at various times

and directed at diverse and particular seg-

ments of industry, this bill contains certain

structural and formal changes distinct from

its antecedents, which are necessary to en-

sure its effectiveness.

With the particulars of those matters I

shall not burden the members at this time.

There are, however, three major areas in

which the bill contains new initiatives to

which I would direct the attention of the

members, for these embody the commitment
to occupational health and safety to which I

referred earlier. Briefly the areas are: 1. The

comprehensive treatment of dangerous sub-

stances; 2. The clarification of the right to

refuse to perform unsafe work; 3. The cov-

erage of the new legislation.

Under current legislation, general pro-
visions require employers to maintain safe

and healthy workplaces for their employees.
These provisions were enacted at a time when
the health hazards of many biological, chem-
ical and physical agents and processes present
in the workplaces were but imperfectly under-

stood. As the result, few specific regulations

regarding these hazards are to be found in

present statutes.

In a significant departure from this legis-

lative past, this bill provides a twofold

mechanism to ensure strict control of the use

of such agents and such processes in the

workplace.

First, with respect to certain designated

dangerous substances, standards will be en-

acted by regulation which will govern the

exposure to and the handling of such sub-

stances by workers. These regulations will in-

clude detailed compliance programs enabling
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employers and employees to ensure that the

standards are in fact being met.

Employers wall be required to maintain de-

tailed records relating to worker exposure to

and handling of such designated substances

and their use and storage. Further, with re-

spect to such designated substances, some

employers may be required to establish occu-

pational health services where such is deemed

necessary.
The designation of dangerous substances

will be an ongoing and continuous process,

reflecting the dynamic and progressively ad-

vancing field of occupational health sciences.

Secondly, the bill will provide for the

enactment of guidelines for the use and
control of other dangerous substances for

which satisfactory evidence is still not avail-

able in order to enable designation—that is,

the introduction of absolute standards and the

concomitant compliance programs to which I

referred. The bulk of dangerous substances at

present used in industry in this province falls

into this broad category. However, the general

provisions of the bill will ensure adequate
protection of the worker by regulating his

exposure to and his handling of all such sub-

stances.

Apart from designation, there is now a

mechanism which will enable the develop-
ment of acceptable and absolute standards

governing such dangerous substances. Where
the guidelines introduced by regulation and
enforced by the ministry are challenged, the

matter may be referred to an independent
third party empowered to make a finding as

to an acceptable standard governing the dan-

gerous substance at issue. Thus, the spirit of

co-operative and dual
responsibility

to which
the government is committed will find expres-
sion as well in the development of standards
to govern the workplace.

At the beginning of my remarks I referred

to Bill 139, in which a remedy was provided
for those employees disciplined as a result of

exercising the right to refuse unsafe work-
namely, the right to refer the matter either to

an arbitrator or to the Ontario Labour Rela-
ions Board.

My ministry is cognizant of the criticisms

which have been directed towards Bill 139 in

this regard—and again, I refer the members to

the many submissions made to the ministry
which will be tabled with the compendium.
In response to that criticism—that the right to

refuse was not clearly defined as an integral

component of the dual responsibility system
enunciated in the Ham report—the new bill

clarifies that right.

As newly drafted, it is clear that the right
is to be exercised where the health and safety

of the worker is at stake, and is not to be
undertaken frivolously. The rights and obliga-
tions of employees and employers in the event
of the exercise of the right of refusal are

spelled out now in some detail. It is my
opinion that this clarification of the right to

refuse will ensure that it continues to be a

practical element in the overall health and
safety program provided for in this bill.

With respect to the coverage of the bill,

members are aware that certain categories of

employees in this province are not covered by
present legislation. While immediate expan-
sion of coverage would appear to be desirable,

dispassionate consideration has convinced the

government that such expansion would be in-

appropriate at this time. Rather, the bill pro-
vides for the eventual and incremental expan-
sion of coverage by regulation to those

workers in Ontario not currently covered.
This mechanism will permit careful, de-

liberate and sustained consultation with
affected employers and employees to take

place so that the necessary complex of regu-
lations may be drafted which will give mean-

ing and effectiveness to any expansion of

coverage, a consultation process similar to

that undertaken by the Mining Act revision

committee, commonly known as the Barrett

committee, in the mining industry—which I

would remind the members has been under

way for some 18 months and is still ongoing.
In conclusion, as I have stated both in this

House and elsewhere, the government is de-

termined to provide exemplary legislation

which will most effectively protect the health

and the safety of the Ontario worker. Both in-

dustry and labour are committed—and deeply
so—to this goal. This legislation ensures the

achievement of that common objective.

ORAL QUESTIONS
BRUCE NUCLEAR PLANT

Mr. S. Smith: A question for the Minister

of Energy: Will he now tell the House what

steps he has personally taken to investigate

the massive cost increases and low produc-
tivity at the Bruce heavy water site, and can

he assure us that the situation there is now
under control?

[2:30]

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, there was
a meeting of the board of directors of Hydro
yesterday in connection with that particular

job. The work on the D plant is substantially

completed in terms of engineering and con-

struction, and the Lummus Corporation will

be completing that work. Hydro is satisfied

that it is in the best interests of Hydro and
the people that Lummus complete that work.
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In connection with the D plant, the board

of directors of Hydro have reviewed that as

well. It has decided to take over the con-

struction of the D plant on August 1, if

the Lummus Corporation has not made satis-

factory progress at that time. So, this matter

has been, and is, under constant and con-

tinual review by the board of directors and

Hydro staff.

I may say that the chairman of the Hydro
board has been in touch with me in the past,

as he is at present, and has been in touch

with the hon. member.

Mr. Conway: As if that would do any good.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The member has a

copy of that contract. He has been corre-

sponding with the chairman of Hydro. He
has met with the chairman of Hydro, and
I'm sure that—

Mr. S. Smith: I know what I have been

doing but what has the minister personally
been doing?

Mr. Foulds: Or even impersonally.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —he has had every co-

operation possible from Hydro to keep him
abreast of those developments. I think it's

been explained to him what the initial esti-

mated cost was, what the proposed comple-
tion cost is and the reasons for the difference.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: The chair-

man of Hydro indicated, not only to me but

to the minister—to his surprise—and in his

July press conference to the rest of Ontario,
that the Lummus portion of the Bruce heavy
water project plants B and D had gone from
a $742 million estimate in 1975 to $899 mil-

lion in 1977, and he also indicated at that

time that the total cost of the project-

Mr. Yakabuski: Inflation.

(Mr. S. Smith: —had gone from $900 million

to $1.3 billion. Would the minister not agree
that the non-Lummus portion, the portion of

that contract which does not involve Lum-
mus, has increased from $158 million to $401
million? What accounts for that increase?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I would agree. Basically,
the total cost of the project was about $1
billion and it has been estimated that the

completion cost will be about $1.3 billion.

The increase in the Hydro portion of that

contract is roughly equivalent, as the member
knows—and I'm sure the member knows all

this or he wouldn't be asking it-

Mr. S. Smith: I appreciate the vote of

confidence.

Mr. Warner: You're giving him too much
credit.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —the Hydro portion of
the job is estimated to increase by about

$157 million. A lot of that has to do with

projections of additional borrowing costs-

Mr. Conway: Read your notes carefully,

Jimmy.
Hon. J. A. Taylor: —and capital invest-

ment on that plant. If the member wants

additional information on that, I'd be happy
—and I'm sure he will be meeting again with

the chairman or getting additional informa-

tion—to cover that aspect of those break-

downs and additional interest payments which
are higher, of course, because of the long

period of construction.

But a lot of it has to do with financing
costs. The member knows very well that

probably between 75 and 80 per cent of

Hydro's capital costs for construction is bor-

rowed money.
Mr. S. Smith: By way of further supple-

mentary on this very point, Mr. Speaker, do
I understand the minister to say that the

Hydro portion, the non-Lummus portion
which was originally budgeted at $158 mil-

lion, is now over budget by $157 million—

virtually a 100 per cent increase in the Hydro
portion. Even the Lummus portion isn't 100

per cent over what it was originally. How
does he explain that increase in the non-

Lummus portion?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I didn't say that, Mr.

Speaker.
Mr. Kerrio: Say it, say it.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: What I indicated and

explained was the total increase on the over-

all job. What I said was that the portion of

the job that was to be completed by Hydro
has increased in dollar terms by about the

same amount as the Lummus increase-

Mr. Wildman: Tory economics.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —and that was $157
million. It's my understanding that most of

that increase is due to the financial costs.

There was a delay in terms of completing the

work-
Mr. Wildman: That is a hell of a restraint

program you have.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —that is, there was a

postponement of the work, as members very
well know, and I think as the select com-
mittee which reviewed these matters knows—
and additional financing costs over the years.

Mr. Lewis: By way of a supplementary,

might I come at this in a slightly different

way? Can I ask how the minister can continue

to have confidence in the management of

Hydro, given the remarkable escalation in

costs which he himself has now confirmed,
but even more important, given the assurances

that were extended to members of the Legis-
lature by the chairman of Hydro in July 1977,
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and now we learn from the minister this

afternoon that Hydro may drop the guillotine

and take over the construction of the Lummus
portion itself in August 1978? Doesn't that

suggest faulty and inexcusable management
practices on Hydro's part?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: No, I don't think that

necessarily follows.

Mr. Warner: Stop there. Stop there.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I am no apologist for

escalating costs or Ontario Hydro.
Mr. Lewis: Management, management?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: What I am simply point-

ing out is that costs have, in fact, escalated.

Mr. Lewis: What about management?
Mr. Speaker: Order. Do you want an

answer or don't you?

Mr. Lewis: I do.

Mr. Speaker: Then be courteous enough to

listen to what the minister has to say.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: What the member is

saying is that presumably every project in this

country that is over budget is as a result of

poor management.
Mr. Breithaupt: By 100 per cent?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: If that is so, then pre-

sumably one would fire the board of directors

of Stelco in connection with that company's
costs that have doubled.

Mr. Makarchuk: Put Bob Mackenzie in the

job.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Let the record show that

the NDP is in favour of disbanding the board
of directors of Stelco. It's the same thing with

the new Texaco plant, the costs have doubled.

Look at what has happened to the Syncrude
plant.

Mr. Lewis: Come on. What about Hydro?
Mr. Reid: It's the Treasurer's (Mr.

McKeough) budget.

Mr. Peterson: Has the Treasurer been help-

ing you with this?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is getting
into a debate.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: All I am doing is point-

ing out how foolish it is to conclude that be-

cause costs escalate it is mismanagement on
the part of the board of directors. What I am
saying is that is not so at all.

Mr. Sargent: Now we understand it.

Mr. Samis: Isn't anybody to blame?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Costs right across this

country have been escalating. There's no ques-
tion about that. We are concerned—I am sure

all of us are concerned in terms of produc-
tivity, Mr. Speaker. We have heard a lot

about that.

Mr. Samis: Isn't anybody to blame?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: We are very concerned
in terms of inflation.

Mr. Speaker: That is not relevant to the

question. We will get along with the second

question of the member for Hamilton West.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, could I ask
one more supplementary on this?

Mr. Speaker: No, that is all the supple-
mentaries on this. We have spent nine
minutes on this first question.

Mr. S. Smith: There was only one sup-

plementary.

Mr. Kerrio: It is a very important ques-
tion. You're hiding behind the Speaker.
Webster said it this morning; that is how you
are going to get off the hook.

Mr. Speaker: We have spent nine minutes
on this first question.

Mr. Yakabuski: Let's find out about the

sagging Trudeau dollar.

JOB CREATION

Mr. S. Smith: A question of the Premier,
Mr. Speaker, if I can possibly intervene for

a moment for his attention: Why has the

Premier still not initiated serious negotiations
with Ottawa to ensure that if the federal

treasury were to benefit in the form of

reduced unemployment insurance payments
as a result of provincial job-creation pro-

grams, these benefits would accrue, at least

in part, to the provinces? Why has he not

undertaken that form of negotiation?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Chretien says no new
budget.

Mr. Conway: What was that, Darcy? The
Treasurer is making more sense with his

mumbling.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will be very careful, in

the spirit of the House, Mr. Speaker. I find

it a very intriguing suggestion from the

Leader of the Opposition that the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Commission, which is a form
of insurance paid into by a lot of workers

in this province-

Mr. S. Smith: I said the federal treasury

benefits.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —that the provinces would
be getting some rebate as it relates to some

impact that a provincial job-creation program

might have on that particular fund.

Mr. S. Smith: The federal treasury, not that

fund.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say, with respect,

Mr. Speaker, we are looking for ways and

means to find moneys from the government of
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Canada from time to time. I must say to the

Leader of the Opposition that I would be
less than hopeful that the new Minister of

Finance would see it clear to enter this sort

of shared-cost arrangement.
As I say, it is an interesting suggestion,

but I for one would not be optimistic that

Mr. Chretien would accede to this sort of

request.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
since the question originally dealt not with

the fund itself but with the federal treasury

itself, which would undoubtedly benefit since

it is now paying for a good portion of what
the unemployed receive, I still have not

heard from the Premier, and I ask him to

consider from the following point of view,

why he has not already sought that precise

remedy so that we could have in this prov-
ince a job incentive program of the kind that

President Carter has spoken of, that we have

spoken of and that this government itself

started as a summertime project for 16 weeks
in order to actually intervene to support and
subsidize wages for newly created jobs?

Hon. Mr. Davis: We are really quite en-

thusiastic about the response we had. In that

that was part of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion's question with respect to the summer
employment program, I think it was singular-

ly successful in terms of the role that it

played for the summer months.

Mr. Sargent: That was election stuff.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am quite aware of the

suggestion of the Leader of the Opposition
that a somewhat similar program that he

has suggested be extended on a much broader

basis across the province at a cost that one

can guesstimate would be many millions of

dollars.

Mr. S. Smith: Recoverable from unemploy-
ment insurance.

Hon. Mr. Davis: With great respect, it

doesn't matter where you recover it from, it

is coming from the economy somewhere. It's

coming from the taxpayers somewhere.

Mr. Peterson: You are asking for help with

sales tax.

Hon. Mr. Davis: To develop a specious

argument that because there may be fewer

dollars-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. This is not a

debating period, it's a question period.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —spent through the un-

employment insurance, whether it comes

directly from the fund or the government of

Canada, really isn't in itself a solution to

the problem. I would say with respect to

the Leader of the Opposition that perhaps

a more realistic approach is to recognize that

part of the problem we face in this province
and in this country is not a question of

further subsidization of industry but a recog-

nition that our industry has to become more

productive. It has to become more competi-
tive and it has to become more efficient, if

we are going to compete in the international

marketplaces of the world. It's as simple as

that.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
since the Premier realizes that it's a long-

term goal—and I agree with his latter re-

marks—could he explain to this House, please,

the meaning of his comments, when he sug-

gests that if money presently being paid in

unemployment insurance were paid instead

to the people in order to have them do

work, that would somehow or other still be

a drain on the economy rather than a useful

enterprise to be undertaken at a time when

unemployment is so high?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I will try to explain it to

the hon. member, if I can. What I was

trying to say is—and I'll try to phrase it in

a language that both of us will understand—

Mr. Foulds: Try English.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —my recollection is that

the government of Canada—and I am the

last one to defend it at this moment—isn't

operating from a significant budgetary sur-

plus. The last figures I read indicate that

they too are operating in a slight deficit

position. As a result, any such alteration in

their policy would have to be part, I think,

of perhaps a new budget.

Mr. Roy: That is called a net cash re-

quirement.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Chretien says there

will be no budget and, as a result, to say

there are funds there that might or might
not be available is dealing in a hypothetical
situation that just doesn't exist.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: I would be

curious to see how the Premier reconciles

that position with the Treasurer's approach
of asking the federal government to come
across with some $800 million for assistance

with sales tax. Their views are totally dif-

ferent in this issue.

Mr. Breaugh: That is called sucking and

whistling at the same time.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I can recall, not exactly

what the Treasurer said, but I can recall-

Mr. Mancini: Ask him.

Hon. Mr. Davis: —what the Premiers said.

I think all of the Premiers had some observa-

tions in St. Andrews by the sea.
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Mr. Conway: Who is the Premier over

there?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I know who the Premier

is. We some days wonder over there just

who the newest aspirant for leadership over

there is.

Mr. Speaker: That's wasting the time of

the question period.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would say to the mem-
ber for Renfrew North that he really

shouldn't be too optimistic. I don't see it in

the foreseeable future. I don't even see it

in the fullness of time.

Mr. Conway: Did you not hear the Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: That wasn't part of the

original question.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In fact, I don't even see

it. Where did I leave off?

Mr. Conway: After June 9 your vision is

surely suspect.

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Davis: Where the Premiers in

their sort of joint communique to the Prime
Minister suggested that if the government
of Canada in its wisdom felt there was a

need to provide stimulation to the economy,
one area that we suggested was in the
situation of the federal sales tax—this to be
consistent with a policy of stimulation. I

think that is really quite consistent with the

approach that I have tried to explain to

the member's colleague and his leader.

Mr. S. Smith: Does the Premier not agree
that it is better to receive the same dollars

for actually doing work than merely for re-

ceiving unemployment insurance benefits?
Isn't that the difference?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The question
has already been asked and an answer has
been given.

Mr. Kerrio: There was a question but no
answer.

BRUCE NUCLEAR PLANT
Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I would like to

return to the original question today, be-
cause there was part of the minister's state-

ment which intrigued me. What new details

have emerged about unit D at Bruce which
would require the unprecedented declaration

by Hydro that they will kick Lummus off

the construction site and take it over them-
selves? What has happened, even in the last

few days, that has brought them to that pass?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, I don't
think that anything dramatic has happened in

the last few days.

Mr. MacDonald: Drama is extended.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: What I was saying is

that there was a board meeting yesterday
of the directors of Ontario Hydro.

Mr. Lewis: Was the minister in attend-

ance?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I was in the House
yesterday. As the member knows, Ontario

Hydro have given Lummus until November
1, which is not too distant, to put their

schedule in order in terms of completion of

the work. That is to ensure that they're on
stream. That was reassessed yesterday—and

may I say that my information was over the

telephone. I haven't had a formal com-
munication from Hydro yet; it was just late

yesterday that I learned in a general way
the gist of their deliberations.

What I explained is what happened in

terms of a certain unit, B. In terms of unit

D, there may be some further conditions or

something of some substance that may be of

assistance to the member. When I get the

complete decision on that, I'll be happy to

share it with the members of the House so

that they can appreciate the thought process
that prompted Hydro to set a new date of

August 1, in terms of Hydro completing
that work, if they weren't satisfied with the

Lummus Corporation.

Mr. Wildman: Are you sure it's August
or is it December?

Mr. Lewis: May I ask very quickly, Mr.

Speaker, has the minister thought of himself

and some senior members of his ministry

sitting down with the board of Ontario Hydro
at this point to examine what is occurring
over the next several months, given the ap-
parent incapacity of Ontario Hydro, on this

front as so many others, to operate effectively
in the public interest?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, I just

don't accept the member's assessment of the

board of directors and the staff of Ontario

Hydro as being incompetent.

Mr. Lewis: I didn't say incompetent; I am
talking about this issue.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The member said in-

capacity. If they are not capable, if they
don't have the capacity, I would assume that

it logically follows that they are probably in-

competent to carry on.

Mr. Lewis: That is right, something is

wrong.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Frankly, I'm not ac-

cepting that proposition and knowing of

course of the expertise, the technical people
who are employed by Hydro in all fields, in-

cluding the legal field, I would think the
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board of directors who are charged with the

management of that corporation should be

sufficiently advised by that expertise to come
to a proper determination in terms of prob-
lems they meet from day to day.

So I have confidence in that, and unlike

some members here I don't feel that I can
add in a technical sense to the judgement
of Hydro's advisers in terms of the course

of action that they should take in the in-

terpretation of legal documents and the

completion of a very technical project.

As the member knows, a heavy water

plant isn't something that one picks off the

shelf and says, "Here, build one of these

things." We're on the frontier of new tech-

nology and there are very few people in

the world who can construct that kind of a

plant, engineer and construct it. It's easy
for us to become instant experts in various

fields-

Mr. Foulds: Except you.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —whether in terms of

engineering or law-

Mr. Samis: You are getting silly now.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —but I think that we
have to be guided by that area of expertise
that the Ontario Hydro has.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary, Mr.

Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: I'm going to allow one final

supplementary, and that's by the member
for Niagara Falls. This is an extension of

the original question which took nine min-
utes. We're now six minutes into what is

really a supplementary.

Mr. Kerrio: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The
question I have to raise with the minister

is that it's my understanding that Hydro
has an agreement with the same employees
who are now working with or for Lummus.
Is the minister suggesting that he's going to

take the same people on to his payroll, which
is a question being raised in another matter
with the Minister of Labour, excluding Hy-
dro? Is he suggesting to me that he is going
to take on the same people after the loss

he's shown on his part of the project with
the same people? Aren't we just then talking

management?

Mr. Swart: Blame the workers.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Contrary to the views
of the hon. member's leader, apparently, and
his party, I don't see the benefit of firing the

employees—there may be 3,400 employees on
that site—just because the member happens
to say that the job isn't progressing.

Mr. Nixon: Nobody wants to fire them.

Mr. S. Smith: Nobody suggested any such

thing.
Mr. Nixon: Maybe the minister should be

fired.

Mr. Conway: We just want the minister

fired.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: The board of directors

of Ontario Hydro, as I've mentioned—and

this will be the third time—have decided to

go ahead with the completion of the work,

full completion of unit B. Those are em-

ployees of the Lummus company.

IMr. Wildman: The minister is a nuclear

disaster.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: If the hon. member is

suggesting to me that simultaneously they are

employees of Ontario Hydro, then I think he

is sadly mistaken. And frankly I can't see-

Mr. Kerrio: The minister is going to fire

Lummus and hire them himself.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: And if the member is

suggesting that Ontario Hydro turf out those

employees and then go along and try to put

together another work force, then I think

that's ludicrous.

Mr. Gaunt: We are not suggesting that at

all.

Mr. Peterson: Go powder the top of your
head.

RADIATION LEVELS

Mr. Lewis: A question for the Minister of

Labour, timed, I guess, to coincide with her

announcement of the legislation today.

Did the minister know that 'at a recent con-

ference the gentleman who did the statistical

analysis for the Ham commission on radia-

tion exposure in Elliot Lake further re-

viewed his figures and came to the conclusion

—and I'll quote it:

"On this basis I would like to assert that

if there exists a threshold for production of

lung cancer by exposure to radon, it has

to be below 60 working-level months."

Does the minister realize that this level is

roughly less than one-half of the present

standards which we are using to evaluate for

compensation purposes, and what steps can

be taken to act on this kind of information?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I'm very

much aware that Dr. Hewitt has made that

statement. It is an upgrading of the level

which he had suggested earlier by about

something like 10 times, as a matter of fact.

Mr. Lewis: Six. That was an error.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes.

Mr. Lewis: So he said.
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Hon. B. Stephenson: I am also aware that

there are a number of epidemiological experts
in various parts of North America who are

presently re-reviewing Dr. Hewitt's analysis

of the figures which he developed for the

Ham commission report and whose sug-

gestions are that indeed Dr. Hewitt is some-
what in error again and that perhaps there

are some more rational figures which they
would be able to develop.

I am awaiting the results of those analyses
because I know of two sources from which

they are coming. As well, we are hoping to

conduct a further review of these in order
to establish some rational basis for the deci-

sion about the number of working-level
months.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, since

so much of this ministry's legislation is flow-

ing from the Ham commission report and the

evident integrity of that document, therefore,
and since several hundred workers or more
would clearly be at risk if Dr. Hewitt's pro-
jections are valid, can the minister tell us the

sources for the review to which she is turning
and when they will be available?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Offhand, I can't re-

member all of the names of the people who
are involved but I shall get that information
and present it to the members of the House.

COURT FACILITIES

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, my question is to

the Attorney General: Having raised this

matter with him and with his predecessors
over the last five years, I just wonder how
much longer the Attorney General is going
to tolerate the deterioration of the administra-

tion, which is leading to a breakdown of the

administration of justice in Ottawa, by the
fact there are now delays for trial dates of

eight or nine months for provincial court
trials? I wonder if he is prepared to tolerate

the situation where accused persons do, in

fact, have to plead guilty to offences to which
they want to plead not guilty because they
have to wait seven or eight months in jail?

How long is he going to tolerate situations

where Supreme Court judges are having to

release an accused who should be in custody
but are releasing him on bail because he has
to wait seven or eight months for his trial?

How long is he going to tolerate the situa-

tion where the process of witnesses, and so

forth, is really breaking down? When are we
going to have additional judges? When are

we going to have adequate court space?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I think

one of my colleagues has pointed out that

there are approximately seven questions in-

cluded in the general concern expressed by
the member for Ottawa East with respect to

the administration of justice in Ottawa.

Mr. Sargent: We shouldn't have to ask.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: If his colleague be-

hind him will mind his manners for once we
might attempt to deal with them.

Mr. Sargent: Get on with the question.
You should be ashamed of yourself.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: First of all, I have not

hesitated to state that I regard the present
court facilities in Ottawa as being quite un-

satisfactory. As the member knows, the Minis-

try of Government Services has been attempt-

ing to locate 40,000 square feet of additional

court space for the provincial criminal courts

in Ottawa. Some considerable concern has

been expressed by representatives of the local

bar in respect—as I know the member for

Ottawa East appreciates—to the location of

this court facility. There was a location picked,
for example, about 15 minutes—I'm told—

from the downtown Ottawa area. You say 20

minutes?

Mr. Nixon: Are you still using the Holiday
Inn? That is what the local bar is called.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Great concern has

been expressed about the convenience, not

only to members of the bar but to the public

generally. I know the Ministry of Government
Services is considering looking at other tenders

in order to see whether a more convenient

location cannot be provided because there's

no question but that the provincial courts in

particular are desperately in need of better

court accommodation.
With respect to the backlogs, as the mem-

ber for Ottawa East appreciates, there is a

rather unusual situation with respect to the

provincial court in Ottawa inasmuch as there

is an unexpected shortage of two provincial

court judges at the moment. These two judges

are not sitting. They're still judges and their

problems have not yet been resolved. In the

interim, it's my intention to recommend,
within the next few days, the appointment of

an additional provincial court judge in Ottawa.

Mr. Roy: And don't ask Bob for advice.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: With respect to the

matter of the backlog, I've had officials of

the ministry looking at the backlog. We are

satisfied that the backlog is such that it is

not critical. It is manageable, and has been

created, to some extent, by the unexpected
shortage of these two judges.

There was a great deal of media attention

last week to the allegation that a local Ottawa

lawyer advised his client to plead guilty
rather than risk remaining in custody for some
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time awaiting a trial date. I think it's un-

fortunate that any counsel would ever advise

a client to plead guilty if he believes that a

person is not, in law, guilty.

[3:00]

In that particular case it might have been

helpful, firstly, if the counsel had sought a

judicial review of the bail order of the pro-

vincial court—in other words, appeal the

order of $500 bail which was made because,

apparently, the accused had a drinking prob-

lem and just forgot to attend in court.

It certainly would have been open for the

counsel in that case to have appealed that

$500 order to a county court judge to have

it reviewed. This was not done. I think, and

I am also advised, that there were no serious

efforts made by counsel in communicating
with the local Crown attorney to secure an

earlier trial date.

I spoke to the Crown attorney in Ottawa
as recently as yesterday about the matter.

I have met with the chief judge of the pro-
vincial courts and he is establishing a special

custody court, so-called, in the provincial
court system in Ottawa to give priority to the

trial of accused persons who are in custody
because I share the concern of my friend,
the member for Ottawa East, that the delay
or undue delay of trial of persons held in

custody is not something that should be
tolerated.

I am satisfied that trials involving in-

dividuals in custody will be expedited. This is

a matter that we are going to continue to

look at very closely.

Mr. Roy: If I can raise a supplementary
question to the minister's answer, first of all,

does the Attorney General recall that we
have discussed—and I am sure his predeces-
sors may recall as well—this situation in

Ottawa? We keep coming to it and he keeps
referring back that it's manageable. Will he
undertake at the present time to get adequate
additional court space?

I put it to the Attorney General, does he
know of any urban centres in this province
where the provincial court system would
be divided up in three areas? We have got
right now 1 Nicholas, 2 Daly and 60 Waller.
Now they want us out in a warehouse in

the east end of the city. Does the Attorney
General not feel that the bar association
has a good point in saying we should try to

centralize these court facilities?

Secondly, may I ask the Attorney General
about the question of this counsel pleading
or suggesting that the accused plead guilty?
He states right in his letter that he discussed
it with Crown counsel and that it was a

problem at that time as he had to wait seven

months for a trial.

Finally, may I ask the Attorney General

does he not feel somewhat embarrassed by
the critical comments of the Chief Justice,

Chief Judge or senior judges of the Supreme
Court who come down to Ottawa and say
that the court situation is absolutely atrocious?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think I have already
indicated my unhappiness with the present
court situation in Ottawa. I have already in-

dicated to the hon. member for Ottawa East

the province's commitment to produce 40,000
additional square feet of court space in one
location.

Mr. Warner: Whenever you find a place.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: So the provincial
courts will be centralized to that extent, and
we certainly will attempt to do it in such a

way as to avoid any unnecessary incon-

venience. Rut I should at the same time
remind the member for Ottawa East that

there are other communities in the province
where lawyers do not regard it as an un-

necessary imposition or a particularly un-
fair imposition to have to—

Mr. Roy: Like where?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —travel 15 minutes
from their home to court. We have to balance

the public interest in securing court space at

a reasonable cost with respect to the con-

venience of the lawyers who practise in these

courts.

Ms. Gigantes: Supplementary: I would like

to ask the Attorney General whether he re-

members the letter he received two years ago
from a member of the defence counsels' asso-

ciation in Ottawa outlining the same problem
with the same results, that people were plead-

ing guilty to charges where they should be

pleading not guilty. Also, does the minister

know how long it takes to get to the far

east end of Ottawa? I represent an area in

the far east end of Ottawa and, unless one

is going along the Queensway in a car, it can

take 45 minutes on the bus.

'Mr. Speaker: The question has been asked.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think I am being

repetitive when I state we are not insensitive

to the concerns of the Ottawa practising

lawyers in relation to the location of this

court.

Mr. Roy: It is not only lawyers.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: There has been con-

siderable consultation with representatives of

the bar association as to where this court

is going to be. We are quite prepared to

take their concerns very seriously in so far as

they are opposed to the location that was



OCTOBER 18, 1977 805

selected by Government Services, and we are

prepared to look for better locations. I have
made that quite clear.

TEA AND COFFEE PRICING

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I guess I have
the honour of asking the first question of the
new Minister of Consumer and Commercial
Relations. I will ask him if he will tell the

House when he will complete the investiga-
tion and table the report on tea and coffee

pricing. In view of the fact that most of the

Canadian roasters are subsidiaries of United
States corporations, will he assure us that his

investigation will include the relation of the
United States and the Canadian prices by
these companies?

!Mr. Ruston: Stand up taller now, Larry.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: I'm taller than the

House leader.

Mr. Speaker: Can we have some order,

please?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: The member for

Welland-Thorold also had the honour of writ-

ing me my first letter. So I thank him on
both accounts, depending on what happens.

First, I should point out that I will not be
tabling a report in the assembly, or anything
of that sort. As I think I made fairly clear

—or tried to—I will be making public the

responses I get from the wholesalers and re-

tailers to whom I have written. That com-
prises seven or eight companies in total.

When I get those responses I will be deciding
what to do further. It could be that those

responses will be self-explanatory; it could
be they won't. If they are not, then I can
assure the member that we will be furthering
the investigation and asking more questions.
That may well include, as he points out,
some inquiries of American parent companies,
if that's appropriate from the replies.

I should also say that we sent out the letters

the Friday before the Thanksgiving weekend.
I had my staff call last Wednesday and Thurs-
day to see where the replies were, and it

turned out that the companies had received
those letters on Wednesday and Thursday of
l.st week. So I would expect to hear from
them by the end of this week or early next
week, at which time I will show the member
the communications and make them public.
Then we will assess the situation and go from
there.

Mr. Swart: A supplementary: In view of
the wide contrast in the price of coffee—be-
tween Canada and the United States—
wouldn't the minister think that a full investi-

gation is warranted? Would it help him to

change his mind and decide that there should
be an investigation into the contrast of these

prices if I sent to him, across the floor, two
four-ounce jars of Maxim coffee produced by
General Foods—one bought in Etobicoke at
the A&P at the price of $3.79, the other one
bought in the United States in Buffalo-

Mr. Speaker: Question.

Mr. Swart: -at a price of $2.69.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have a question?
Mr. Swart: Yes, I do.

Mr. Speaker: Please put it.

Mr. Swart: Would the minister please
note-

Mr. Yakabuski: What was the difference?

Mr. Swart: —that the label on both says,
"Made in Canada."

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Over here.

Mr. Speaker: Please remove that coffee.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: I've already got the

water, Mr. Speaker. This is really the first

benefit of holding office I have received, and
I thank the member for that. My wife asked
me when she would be getting some coffee,

inexpensively. I didn't think I would have it

free.

Mr. Speaker: Will you please answer the

question?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: I should point out to

the member that from our information—and
we are trying to get some more—and, indeed,
from the member's information, we have so
far been talking about the prices between On-
tario and Buffalo and area, with no regard to

Canada and all of the United States, which
may in fact be a whole different subject and
may alter what appears to be a problem on
the face of it. We are looking for that, and
if the member has any information with re-

gard to coffee prices in the United States out-

side of Buffalo, it may be helpful.
I should also point out to the member when

he talks about a full-scale investigation that

his colleague from Etobicoke said on the radio

the other day that he, too, was looking for-

ward to the replies and wasn't, at that stage
in any event, prepared to say there should be
a full-scale investigation launched until we
get the sort of information that I've asked

for. I think that's the common-sense approach
and will be followed.

Mr. Philip: Supplementary: Is the minister

prepared to examine the differences in prices
of tea that is blended and packaged in

Canada?

Mr. Speaker: That's not a part of the

original question.
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Mr. Philip: The original question pertained
to tea and coffee prices.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, the

answer is yes.

An hon. member: Save us some coffee.

TAX FORECASTS

Mr. Peterson: We need a little order, Mr.

Speaker. I have a very important question of

the Treasurer. Does his ministry do indepen-
dent forecasting, its own forecasting, about

the provincial take on income tax as well as

mining tax?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We do our own fore-

cast of mining tax. We do not do a forecast

on the income tax.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary: Is the Treas-

urer saying that he always takes wholesale

the federal figures with respect to his budget-

ing and he has no independent corroboration

on what his take will be in terms of budget-

ing? He has no independent corroboration of

that? Is that what he is saying?

Hon. B. Stephenson: They are your figures.

Mr. Roy: What are all these experts doing?

Mr. Speaker: The question has been

answered.

LAYOFF OF NICKEL WORKERS
Mr. Laughren: A question to the Minister

of Natural Resources: Is the minister aware
that Falconbridge Nickel Mines has stated

that by the end of 1978 it is the company's
intention to reduce the work force by 800

employees, and is he aware as well that that

comes in an area which already has the

highest unemployment rate in Ontario? North-
eastern Ontario is 9.5 per cent and Sudbury
9.3 per cent.

Is he willing to reassess the policies of his

predecessor regarding exemptions to Falcon-

bridge to ship their ores to Norway before

processing is done, thus costing northeastern

Ontario a great many jobs?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I'm not

aware of the change to 800. I'm aware of an
increase in the 350 originally scheduled of

the 4,000. There are very serious problems in

the nickel industry and they are particularly
difficult for Falconbridge Nickel, as I under-

stand it.

Mr. Laughren: Mismanagement.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm not going to question
the reasons at this point. I simply say they
are of vital interest to all of us, because with-
out a healthy market for the product of those

two major companies in the member's area,

we can't help but have an increasing un-

employment problem.
However, the market is very cyclical. It is

just, if I recall, three years ago when the

market for those two metals was hitting an

all-time high. In fact, the revenues to this

province were hitting an all-time high. One
tends to think that a point in a cycle is not

going to change. I'm optimistic enough to

believe the markets will change.

This, however, will require our country
and our province to assist the industries in

whatever way to be competitive in what is

now a world market, not a Canadian market.

There was a time when the nickel from the

member's city supplied 95 per cent of the

free world market. What is it now—45 to 50

per cent? In fact, Cuba has twice the reserves

of the province of Ontario.

I think we have to realize we don't have

a corner on the marketplace. The product is

sold in international markets, and unless we

produce it at a profit and at a competitive

price we will not have continuing jobs. It's

my job to see that we do.

Mr. Laughren: Supplementary: In view of

the fact that it's not just the nickel industry

that's causing the unemployment rate in

northeastern Ontario to be at 9.5 per cent,

but it's the entire resource sector that's in

trouble, will the minister convene a meeting

with federal people, municipal people and

provincial people to discuss the future of

northeastern Ontario?

[3:15]

Would he also at the same time give

special consideration to the comments of the

Sudbury and District Chamber of Commerce
in its document "Profile in Failure" in which

they accused this government of neglecting
all of northern Ontario?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, the voters

of northeastern Ontario did not reject this

government recently.

Mr. Wildman: They did in Sudbury.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Remember June 9,

fellows.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I would simply point
out that we are very concerned, but we have

to stick to those things the province is able

to control. I believe the Treasurer and I had

made arrangements not too long ago to speak
to the Minister of Finance about some of

these problems, then he was moved. I am
sure we will continue to do our best to get

to the new man.

Mr. S. Smith: I will undoubtedly be moved

by this answer as well, Mr. Speaker. Can the

minister tell us what things within the provin-
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cial jurisdiction he is doing, as he just referred

to, to assist the nickel industry? And in

particular, has he heard of plans by Inco to

lay off another 1,500 workers this Thursday?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I am keenly aware that

the companies are having to adjust, as all

manufacturing or extractive companies do,

their production schedules to meet sales. I

am also keenly aware that sales of nickel

have been dropping and have been below
forecast. At the beginning of the year, when
I was made Minister of Natural Resources,
both of those companies were reasonably

optimistic that the year would show improved
sales. Both of them, to give them credit, have

been stockpiling metal at a time when they
could have cut back on the work force. They
believed that by stockpiling they could per-

haps even out the cycles.

The last figure I had was that Inco had
$1 billion worth of stockpiled nickel. In the

face of softening markets I would think it is

probably inevitable that that company might
have to curtail operations for a short time.

Now, what are we doing? The provincial

jurisdiction covers things like mining tax-

Mr. Roy: You can't ask yourself a question.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —and what effect that

has on the overall industry. In a time of low

profits admittedly that doesn't have much
effect. What it does do though is signal the

way to the future. And I think it is safe to

say that the mining tax is being looked at

in an attempt, not to generate just more

money for this government, but to maximize
the investment potential and therefore the

job potential for the people in the north.

Mr. Nixon: John White adjusted it last

time.

NUCLEAR OPERATORS
Mr. Gaunt: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

of the Minister of Colleges and Universities.

In view of the very high unemployment
situation, particularly among young people,
and in view of the fact that Ontario Hydro
has recruited approximately 100 families

from Great Britain and other countries these

past two years, will the minister take steps

immediately to stop this large-scale impor-
tation of out-of-country chemical nuclear op-
erators by, one, convening a meeting between
the ministry, Ontario Hydro and Canada

Manpower, to determine accurately the man-
power needs of the nuclear program in the

next 10 years; and two, instituting a crash

program to train chemical operators?

Mr. Roy: Good question. Just say yes and
sit down.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: In reply to that question
I should say to the member that we agree
with the—I have forgotten the minister from
the federal government who said immigration
was not an acceptable procedure today in

our climate for filling the job market needs of

society.

Mr. Gaunt: That was Cullen.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Cullen. The member is

right. I am sorry, I had forgotten it. That is

an obviously sensible statement that we agree
with.

To change around in a very quick way the

training program and to meet a need today

requires a good deal of lead time. It is quite

easy to suggest that we are prepared to do

that, but I think history has shown that by
the time one makes the changes necessary,

the need has frequendy changed and it is

now in some other area.

An hon. member: Never stopped you be-

fore.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: So let us not oversimp-

lify the ease with which we suggest we will

instantly treat that problem.

Mr. Peterson: We need more teachers,

that is what we need.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: It takes a good deal of

lead time not only to set up the course, but

indeed to train those people. We are talk-

ing about several years and that doesn't

give us licence not to be concerned about it

—not at all. I think that in the last year
we have made a considerable effort through
our Industrial Training Council to address

that problem. We talked about it on many
occasions and said that we are prepared to

adjust our training schedules as we are best

able to do so.

If the hon. member is asking whether or

not I would take that to the Council of

Regents and see that programs are put in

place as soon as possible, the answer clearly

is yes. At the same time, I would hope that

he would accept that it will take a long

period of time to train the personnel re-

quired today.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary: In view of the

fact that the government was alerted to

this problem some two years ago and did

nothing about it-

Mr. Roy: Your lead time.

Mr. Gaunt: —which I would consider to

be sufficient lead time, in view of the fact

that Ontario Hydro is fully committed to

the nuclear program, which indicates to me
that there is going to be a need for chemical

operators over the next 10, 15 or 20 years,

and in view of the fact that Ontario Hydro
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has indicated to me that if the government
were serious about it and instituted a crash

program these people could be trained in

18 months, would the minister consider that

this is a very important problem and that

such a meeting between the various bodies

I mention initially should be instituted

immediately and a crash program put into

place in the next couple of months?

Mr. S. Smith: It really is right, you know.

Mr. Gaunt: Would the minister agree with

that? And can it be done?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I would agree to a

meeting. I am not prepared to agree that

it is that simple.

Mr. Roy: He is doing the minister's work
for him.

Mr. Speaker: A final supplementary.

Mr. Conway: Supplementary: Given the

fact that Ontario Hydro committed itself to

a large-scale nuclear development about 15

years ago, and given the fact—and we recog-
nize this—that we have potentially thousands

of good, lucrative jobs for young Ontario

graduates, I want to ask the minister whether
or not over the past year, at least while he
has been minister, Ontario Hydro has ever

consulted him in a concrete way about a

program that might be devised? Is the minis-

ter telling me that no such negotiations have
taken place? And if they have taken place,
I would like to know what in fact the out-

come has been.

Mr. S. Smith: Very good question.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: I think we all recognize
that Ontario Hydro over the years has had
an excellent training program of its own.

Mr. Conway: Bringing them in by the

busload from Europe.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No, not by bringing
them in. That is just not the way it is.

Mr. Nixon: And they train them here.

Bringing them in untrained.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: And to those members

opposite who think that the answer is for

government to get involved in the daily
lives-

Mr. Conway: But Hydro is involved.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: —and say, "You go here,

you go there," and to take on that responsi-

bility-

Mr. Conway: Who runs Hydro?
Hon. Mr. Parrott: —I say that is a bunch

of nonsense.

Mr. Kerrio: The minister is shirking his

responsibility.

Mr. S. Smith: Are you going to privatize
the community colleges?

Mr. Lewis: The ministers are all apolo-

gists for Hydro, the whole pack of them over

there. I've never seen anything like it.

TEA AND COFFEE PRICING

Mr. Philip: A new question of the Minister

of Consumer and Commercial Relations: Is

the minister aware that not only is coffee

packaged in Canada selling at less cost in the

United States-

Mr. Mancini: Send the tea down here, Ed.

We need it.

'Mr. Philip: —but that so is tea packaged
and blended in Canada? In this case an eight-

ounce package of Red Rose tea bags that sells

in the United States for $1.67 is selling in

Ontario, only a few blocks from here in a

major supermarket, at $2.19. Does this not

warrant an investigation of comparison be-

tween US and Ontario prices?

Mr. Peterson: Send over a sandwich too,

Ed.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: If the hon. member
sends over the tea. That's the supplementary.

Mr. Foulds: No difference in labels—just

the price tags.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Yes, as I tried to

indicate earlier, I will be following the same
course on the tea—and I already have insti-

gated it; it was some time last week—as I

followed on the coffee. We'll write the com-

panies involved and see what answers they

provide, we'll write the AIB and see what

they have on it, and I will report back to the

House.

Mr. Roy: We want the tea as well.

Mr. Lewis: A real consumer advocate. He
will write the companies!

Mr. Philip: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: I don't know what possible

supplementary there could be to that but try

it.

Mr. Philip: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Un-

like my colleague the member for Welland-

Thorold, who is of Dutch origin, being of

Scottish origin, I don't intend to give the

minister any free tea. I intend to keep it.

(Mr. Speaker: Question?

Mr. Philip: However, would the minister

be willing to comment on whether or not as

a result of his representations to the AIB for

information concerning wholesale prices—
which I understand they have monitored—
that information has been refused to him?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: It has not been

refused.
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RABIES QUARANTINE
Mr. Stong: Mr. Speaker, I have a question

for the Minister of Agriculture and Food con-

cerning the hydrophobia quarantine. In view
of the reported incidences of rabies among
household pets would the minister review
and reverse the policy of his ministry which
allows quarantining of those suspected animals
in homes rather than animal pounds, par-

ticularly as it applies to urban settings with
the inherent danger to the community at

large, if not to the owners of such animals?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Balderdash.

Hon. W. Newman: With the high inci-

dence of rabies that we have in the area-

many areas out there have the same situation

—there are some safety factors involved in

trying to have the incubation period in the
home. That's a very dangerous sort of a
situation. The animal should be separated
from any person and kept away from the

home, and to suggest that it is kept in one's

home for the incubation period is inviting
trouble. Certainly I don't want to change
that around.

Mr. Breithaupt: That is what is happening.

Mr. Stong: That is exactly what I wanted
reversed. That's the policy of his ministry
which he stated. That's happened, and I'm

asking him to reverse that situation—to re-

quire animals to be quarantined in pounds
rather than the homes.

Mr. Sargent: Ask Bob Eaton, he will tell

you.

Mr. Conway: It is time for another shovel,

Bill.

'Mr. S. Smith: Maybe there's some Hydro-
phobia over there.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. W. Newman: I think you've got a
bit of Hydro-phobia too, so just be careful.

But as far as keeping all the animals in

the pound goes, there just isn't enough room
in all the pounds.

Mr. Lewis: Have you thought of the occa-

sional injection? A little immunization?

Hon. W. Newman: Yes.

Mr. Breaugh: I'd volunteer to give him
the injection.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Do you have
a question?

Mr. Breaugh: I do.

Mr. Speaker: Please put it.

NUCLEAR WASTE
Mr. Breaugh: I'd like to ask a question

of the Minister of Energy. Would he elaborate

for the House on the exact status of the

spent fuel storage areas at the Pickering
plant and would he give us some insight as
to how Ontario Hydro is so affirmative they
will meet construction deadlines? And will

they be able to construct further storage
facilities there by the time they run out of

space next spring?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Yes, Mr. Speaker. As
the member may or may not know the

Pickering B is well along the way now. In

conjunction with that plant is additional

capacity for irradiated fuel storage. There is

also an additional storage area—that's the
wet storage, in the swimming pool type of

facility. That will be completed in February
of next year. So there is no concern what-
soever that there will not be sufficient

capacity there to store the irradiated fuel. I

don't think that really is a problem at this

time.

Mr. Breaugh: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Could I ask if the minister is using the same
management model techniques at Pickering
as he is in other parts of the province?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Management techniques?

Mr. Breaugh: Yes.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Yes, we have, as the
member knows, probably the most efficient

system in the world—no question about that.

Mr. Foulds: Are you using Lummus in this

one?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: If you look at the

Pickering reactor, operating probably at about
92 per cent capacity, and it is untouched

by any other plant—it is number one in the

whole world in terms of capability. I think

we should be proud of that.

[3:30]

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH
AND SAFETY ACT

Hon. B. Stephenson moved first reading
of Bill 70, An Act respecting the Occupational
Health and Occupational Safety of Workers.

Motion agreed to.

GOOD SAMARITAN ACT
Mr. Haggerty moved first reading of Bill

71, An Act to relieve Persons from Liability
in respect of Voluntary Emergency Medical
and First Aid Services.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Haggerty: An explanatory note is that

the purpose of the bill is to relieve persons
from liability in respect of voluntary first
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aid assistance or medical services rendered at

or near the scene of an accident or other

sudden emergencies.

FIRE REGULATIONS

Mr. Speaker: Before the orders of the day,
I'm reminded by the table officers that notice

was given prior to the summer recess by the

hon. member for Waterloo North (Mr. Epp)
that he was dissatisfied with the answer to a

question put to the Solicitor General (Mr.

MacBeth) concerning fire regulations. This
matter will be debated this evening at 10:30.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
Mr. Ashe: Mr. Speaker, I would like, if

you will, to call for second reading not only
Bill 36, but also Bills 37, 38 and 39. I under-
stand that there has been general agreement
that all of these bills—I can't do this? Okay.

Mr. Speaker: No, you need unanimous
consent. Do we have unanimous consent?

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, I would just like

to ask you if there is any precedent for us

to deal with bills in bundles? I don't think

that there's any great advantage in doing it

that way and I don't believe it's unnecessarily

time-consuming if we move through them,
even if they are routine.

Mr. Ashe: Mr. Speaker, if I may just add,
for the benefit of members, why this came
forward. I understand that there was actually
a request by the opposition that they could

be considered in concert because basically

they were all dealing with the same items

to do with the regional municipalities and the

restructured municipalities. That's why I put
forward that motion. But it's of course really
at the option of the House which way we
would proceed.

Mr. Speaker: There does not seem to be
unanimous consent. So I think perhaps the

lion, member would be well advised to move
second reading of one of them.

Mr. Ashe: Fine, Mr. Speaker. I'll then
move second reading of Bill 36, which, as the

hon. members are aware, includes primarily
measures to streamline the temporary bor-

rowing provisions. In addition, there's one

permitting the 10 regional municipalities to

accept money for reward purposes and to be
allowed to pay this money to persons who
supply information leading to the conviction
of offenders. It also proposes that a simple
majority-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. You just simply
move second reading of Bill 36.

Mr. Ashe: Fine, Mr. Speaker.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES
AMENDENT ACT

Mr. Ashe, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill 36,
An Act to amend certain Acts respecting
Regional Municipalities.

Mr. Speaker: Does the member for Durham
West wish to make a brief opening statement?
That's your prerogative.

Mr. Ashe: I'll finish those few remarks
that I started out of order, if you wish.

Mr. Speaker: Very good.

Mr. Ashe: Fine. This is somewhat along the
line of housekeeping and to bring more uni-

formity within the various regional Acts. The
removal, for example, of auditors with cause,
to get back to the simple majority, that is

accepted pretty well throughout all other

legislation. It is also to allow a little more
flexibility to the municipalities in terms of
their borrowing procedures, both for capital
and current purposes and for signing authority
in that particular regard. There are also

specific amendments within the Metro Act to

remove the three-quarter vote required for

the paying of travel expenses of members of

council; and there's a little tidying up to do
within the Region of Halton Act regarding
the surrender of the charter of the Halton

County Museum Association.

After this particular bill has been dealt with
in second reading, I will be asking that it be
referred to committee of the whole House
for some further amendments.

Mr. Epp: Mr. Speaker, it's a pleasure to be
able to speak to these bills, particularly Bill

36. I agree that this is somewhat housekeep-
ing. I wonder sometimes; I guess this is the
kind of thing bureaucracy is made of, be-

cause it takes a long time before some of the

requests of municipalities have been put into

legislation, that finally TEIGA is acting on
these measures. This party will support these

measures because they are of a housekeeping
nature.

I looked, for instance, at the fact that in

order for an auditor to be removed for a

cause you need a two-thirds vote at present,
and with the new legislation this will be
corrected.

The government doesn't even have a 50 per
cent majority and it is empowered to govern
the province, yet up until now it has re-

quired a two-thirds majority to remove an
auditor for cause. I welcome the change.
As far as the other items are concerned,

the mechanical devices for chairmen, their

signatures and the paying of rewards for the

supplying of information leading to the appre-
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hension of unlawful citizens and so forth, we
regard these as housekeeping measures and
we plan to support them.

Mr. Lewis: The contents of this bill are

largely a housekeeping matter and my col-

league from Welland-Thorold (Mr. Swart) will

want to raise a couple of items in respect
to the bills which you are about to entertain

before the House, but we can support this

bill on second reading.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, I'm speaking on
behalf of my colleague, the member for

Welland-Thorold, who will return to the

House in a moment, slightly refreshed from a

cup of freshly brewed instant coffee, roasted

in Canada.

Mr. Nixon: Meanwhile tell us about the bill.

Mr. Foulds: I think my colleague would
like me to say-

Mr. Nixon: Tell us about the bill, we've

heard about the instant coffee.

Mr. Foulds: Would you like to call your
former leader to order, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: I would appreciate it

if the member would direct his remarks to

the Chair.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, this legislation

slightly improves the whole concept of re-

gional municipalities, but I think it's fair to

say that we in the New Democratic Party
would like to see some more dramatic re-

visions in regional government. This may not

be the opportunity to discuss that at length,

although the bill lends itself to that concept.
After all, the bill does amend the Regional

Municipalities Act.

It should be taken note of at this time, and
I hope the parliamentary assistant would

bring back to his minister the message, that

with this bill we are only tampering with

something that is at this stage right for

fundamental re-examination. I'm sure that my
colleague the member for Welland-Thorold
will have further remarks to make on the

other bills as they come up.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Are there any further

members wishing to speak to this bill? Any
further comments by the parliamentary assist-

ant?

Mr. Ashe: Just very briefly, Mr. Speaker, I

wish to thank the members across the floor

for their support, appreciating that these are

principally an enactment of housecleaning
items and requests on behalf of the various

municipalities that are covered under this

legislation.

In response to the hon. member, of course

there are other studies that are well under

way, as the hon. member is aware, relating to

many of the regional municipalities that are

being dealt with within these particular
amendments. I am sure that in the future
there will be suitable legislation coming for-
ward to enact whatever would seem to be
best for those municipalities concerned.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY OF MUSKOKA
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Ashe, on behalf of Hon. Mr.
McKeough, moved second reading of Bill 37,
An Act to amend the District Municipality of
Muskoka Act.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do you have any
opening remarks?

Mr. Ashe: None, other than to point out
to the House that the amendments proposed
in Bill 37 are exactly the same as those which
were proposed under the regional amendment
Act, Bill 36; except this, of course, deals with
the district municipality of Muskoka.

Mr. Epp: Since these are housekeeping
items, we will support them as indicated

earlier.

Mr. Foulds: Before we proceed, I think

the parliamentary assistant has indicated that

there will be some amendments from the

government side coming forward in com-
mittee. Could he indicate to us at this time

which bills those apply to?

Mr. Ashe: If I may respond, Mr. Speaker,
we will be proposing amendments to Bills 36
and 38. There are no amendments being pro-

posed to Bills 37, 39 or 42.

Motion agreed to.

Third reading also agreed to on motion.

COUNTY OF OXFORD
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Ashe, on behalf of Hon. Mr.

McKeough, moved second reading of Bill 38,

An Act to amend the County of Oxford Act,

1974.

Mr. Ashe: Mr. Speaker, with this particular

bill, Bill 38, my comment is the same as in

the previous discussion relating to Bills 36

and 37. This also is one of the bills we would
ask the House to refer to the committee of

the whole House for further amendment.

Mr. Epp: In a spirit of co-operation, Mr.

Speaker, we are going to support this.

[3:45]

Mr. Swart: Mr. Speaker, I was forced to

be out of the House when you dealt with Bill

36, but I do want to make a few general
comments which I think are appropriately
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made in the discussion of this bill. We, of

course, are obviously going to support this

bill, as we are supporting them all. We have

no amendments to make to them; the two to

which we wanted to make amendments have

been withdrawn. We support this bill—and
the previous bill—because we think it would

slightly improve the regional operation. I

want to put on record, as we have before, that

we would rather like to see dramatic, major
revisions in all of the regional government
bills. We feel that it should be done by a

committee of this House. A study, in depth,
should be made on the principle of regional

government.

Mr. Haggerty: You are not going for an-

other study trip; you went for that in 1962,
and we have got regional government now.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I just
don't know if anywhere in the bill it states

that there should be a study.

Mr. Swart: No. I am speaking on what I

think should be in the regional bills, Mr.

Speaker, and I am going to be very brief.

These amendments only tamper with the

fundamental changes that should be made in

the bill. Specifically, with regard to the bill,

we support the reduction of the vote for re-

lieving the auditor of his duties from a two-
thirds vote to a simple majority vote. We are

in favour of the broadening of the temporary
borrowing provisions of this bill. I think it

is a step in the right direction that the signa-
tures can be produced by mechanical means.
I think we would all want the right of this

regional government to be able to pay re-

wards for the apprehension of criminals; and
I think we would agree, although it is not
in this bill—it's in some of the bills—that the

Treasurer should not have to provide state-

ments of revenue, et cetera, to the lenders.

As I stated before, we have no amendments
to these bills. They are, basically, housekeep-
ing bills. We think that housekeeping simply
is not good enough. There should be founda-
mental changes.

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, as the member
for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk, I do want to speak
just briefly to this bill, which is an Act to

amend The County of Oxford Act, 1974. I

bring to your attention, sir, the words of the

parliamentary assistant who, when he intro-

duced the bill and the other companion
pieces, indicated that they were of a piece,
if not identical, with the amendments to Bill

36, An Act to amend certain Acts respecting

Regional Municipalities.

I simply rise to bring to your attention, sir,

that in all of these bills and amendments, the

difference between a restructured county and
a regional government is nil, except for the

fact that the restructured counties don't have
a chairman; they have, as in Oxford, a

warden.

If the Minister of Colleges and Universities

( Mr. Parrott ) were here—and he may even
be listening and come rushing in, red-faced

and in high dudgeon on this matter—we may
hear about it again. But I can't let the op-

portunity go by to remind anyone who might
be paying attention that, in fact, Oxford has

a regional government in everything but

name.

Mr. Riddell: Right on.

Hon. Mr. Welch: What's that got to do
with the principle of this bill?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Are there any other

members who wish to speak to this bill? If

not, does the parliamentary assistant have any
further comments?

Mr. Ashe: None, Mr. Speaker, other than

to pass on my thanks for the co-operation of

the opposition in their support of these

various amendments.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN
TORONTO AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Ashe, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-

Keough, moved second reading of Bill 39, Ar.

Act to amend the Municipality of Metropoli

tan Toronto Act.

Mr. Ashe: Again, this particular bill speaks

to all the various items referred to previously.

There are some additional amendments con-

cerning vote requirements, proposing a simple

majority vote to authorize the travelling ex-

penses of Metro councillors and officials and

the expenses incurred for entertainment.

Mr. Epp: We will be supporting this bill.

Mr. Swart: The New Democratic Party is

supporting this bill too. I understand, though,

in this bill there is one other change. That

is section 2(1), which provides that other

revenues will be included in the 70 per cent

amount. We support that too.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does any other mem-
ber wish to comment on Bill 39? If not, are

there any further comments by the parli-

amentary assistant?

Mr. Ashe: No, Mr. Speaker.

Motion agreed to.

Third reading also agreed to on motion.
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CITY OF TIMMINS-PORCUPINE
AMENDxMENT ACT

Mr. Ashe, on behalf of Hon. Mr. Mc-
Keough, moved second reading of Bill 42, An
Act to amend the City of Timmins-Porcupine
Act, 1972.

Mr. Ashe: What this bill is designed to do
is to make it legal, if you will, to clear up
some lack of clarification in the original intent
of the authority of the corporation of the

city of Timmins as to its ability to collect tax
arrears from many annexed areas that were
previously unorganized townships that sur-

rounded the new community. This would
legalize the collection of these arrears retro-

actively.

Mr. Epp: This being a bill of a house-

keeping nature, we will be supporting it.

Mr. Swart: We are supporting it in this

party too. We might have had some question
about the second section of this bill, but in

checking with the city of Timmins, we find

there are no actions outstanding and no litiga-
tion under way. The second section of the
bill is apparently put in for a saving, to

make sure, because there is no action under
way and it's unnecessary. We are supporting
the bill.

I would perhaps just like to point out that
this bill applies to the area of Cochrane
South. I'm surprised that the member for
that area is not in his seat as the former
member from that area would have been.

Motion agreed to.

Third reading also agreed to on motion.

House in committee of the whole.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES
AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Bill 36, An Act to
amend certain Acts respecting Regional Muni-
cipalities.

Mr. Ashe: I have many amendments to this

particular bill. If you would like we can go
through it section by section. I have an
amendment for section 1.

On section 1:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the
bill be amended by adding thereto the fol-

lowing section:

Section 1 of the Regional Municipality of

Ottawa-Carleton Act, being chapter 407 in

the Revised Statutes of Ontario, 1970, is

amended by adding thereto the following
section:

"7(b), notwithstanding section 4, the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council, upon the recom-
mendation of the minister may by order au-

thorize such method of selecting the members
who represent the area municipality on the

regional council as is considered advisable

following an order of the Municipal Board
under section 7(a), and that the sections
of the bill that follow be renumbered
accordingly."

Mr. Epp: Mr. Chairman, we will be sup-
porting this amendment. Unfortunately the
notice of the amendment was fairly short. We
received it only on Friday. I am usually
aware of more notice on these things, but
nevertheless we feel it is a reasonable amend-
ment and that it should be supported.

Mr. Swart: We have had an opportunity to

look at this amendment and we support it.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, I just
want to comment on the observation of the
hon. member with respect to notice. There
may be some misunderstanding, and perhaps
this is the place to clarify it. It is generally
agreed among the House leaders, and we
thought in all caucuses, that Tuesday being
legislation day, by the close of the day on

Friday we Should exchange notice of any
amendments that anyone plans. I just want
to make it quite clear that this is in keeping
with the practice we have developed among
ourselves, that Friday is, in fact, the dead-
line for notice of amendments for legislation

being considered on Tuesday.
Mr. Foulds: Mr. Chairman, if I might just

speak to that; it is certainly our understand-

ing, and there have been occasions on which
the House leader of the government party
has been good enough to waive that when
the opposition parties have had difficulty with
amendments at the last moment in the current

circumstances.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I appreciate that

observation.

IMr. Chairman: Any further comments from
members? If not shall the amendment carry?

Motion agreed to.

Section 1, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 2 and 3 agreed to.

On section 4.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the

bill be amended by adding thereto the fol-

lowing section:

Section 100(b) is renumbered to become
section 4. Section 100(b) of the said Act, as

enacted by the Statutes of Ontario, 1975,

chapter 46, section 5 is renumbered as sec-

tion 124(a); and that the sections of the bill

that follow be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 4, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 5 to 8, inclusive, agreed to.
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On section 9:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the

bill be amended by adding thereto the follow-

ing section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality
of York Act, being chapter 408 of the

Revised Statutes of Ontario 1970 as amended

by the Statutes of Ontario 1972, chapter 78,

section 2; and 1976, chapter 43, section 27;

is further amended by adding thereto the

following subsection 3(c): Notwithstanding
section 7, the Lieutenant Governor in Council

upon the recommendation of the minister may
by order authorize such method of selecting

the members who represent the area munic-

ipality on the regional council as is considered

advisable following an order of the Municipal
Board under subsection 3(a), and that the

sections of the bill that follow be renumbered

accordingly."

Any comments? Shall the amendment
carry?

Agreed.
Section 9, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 10 to 12, inclusive, agreed to.

[4:00]

On section 13:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the

bill be amended by adding thereto the

following section:

"Section 2 of the regional municipality
of Waterloo Act in Chapter 105 is amended

by adding thereto the following subsections:

"(a) That portion of the city of Kitchener

described as follows is annexed to the city
of Waterloo: All and singular that certain

parcel or tract of land and premises situate,

lying and being in the city of Kitchener,

Regional Municipality of Waterloo, formerly
in the county of Waterloo, and province of

Ontario, and being composed of firstly one
foot reserve (a), part of one foot reserve (b),

and part of Silvercrest Drive, Registered
Plan 877 in the said city of Kitchener, desig-
nated as parts 1, 2 and 3 on a reference

plan deposited in the Registry Office for
the registry division of Waterloo North 58
as Plan 58R-1986.

"Secondly, that part of lot 33 German
Company tract in the said city of Kitchener
designated as part 4 on a reference plan de-
posited in the Registry Office for the registry
division of Waterloo North as Plan 58R-1986.
"And subsection 1(b) which is subsection

3 applies with necessary modifications to the
annexation provided for in subsection 1(a)
and that the sections of the bill that follow
be renumbered accordingly."

Mr. Breithaupt: I think it important to rise
and speak on this particular section, because

after all no member of the Legislature enjoys

seeing his riding cut by size. However, in

this amendment, while the member* for

Waterloo North (Mr. Epp) was of a view at

one point that they were prepared to amend
the bill to take over the entire city of

Kitchener, I had suggested to him it was
only practical that these one foot reserves be

granted.
The purpose behind this, of course, is to

deal with a minor subdivision problem which
has arisen because the subdivision apparently
is right on the line between the cities and
has included a very small portion of the

city of Kitchener. As a result, I am quite
graciously prepared to accept the loss of this

territory, but we'll be looking for Waterloo
to give us something on occasion too.

Mr. Swart: Just following the member for

Kitchener, I assume that this area, because
he is sorry to lose it, must be an area where
he received the majority of the votes.

Mr. Breithaupt: It would not have mat-
tered. I won in every area.

Mr. Swart: I have checked, Mr. Chairman,
and this change is not only desirable, but I

understand that all those involved are in

favour of it and therefore we support this

amendment.

Mr. Epp: I am pleased to speak on this

item, Mr. Chairman. When I was mayor
of the city of Waterloo we started discussing

this matter and it's nice to know that it is

coming to fruition and that the annexation

is going to take place. As the member for

Kitchener indicated, we were prepared to

annex Kitchener and give it good, honest,

reasonable government, but that never

materialized.

Mr. Lewis: Yes, they have a super mayor
there now. No problems in Kitchener now.

Mr. Epp: There was a suggestion that we
build a wall there, but we settled for a one-

foot reserve.

Mr. Lewis: I can believe that.

Mr. Chairman: Are there any further com-

ments?

Mr. Ashe: I think it worth noting, Mr.

Chairman, for those members in the House
who are not particularly cognizant of this

situation in as specific fashion as some of

the hon. members are, that it is nice to see

that an annexation such as this, albeit very

minor, can be mutually agreed by the par-
ticular municipalities, and this is the case.

Both cities involved, as well as the regional

municipality, have agreed to this mijnor

change in their boundaries comprising some
6.71 acres. This is the purpose of this par-
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ticular amendment and it is hoped that most
annexations can be handled in the same

spirit of co-operation that this one has been.

Mr. Breithaupt: Don't count on it.

Mr. Swart: You want to bet?

Mr. Ashe: No, I wouldn't count on it.

Section 13, as amended, agreed to.

On section 14:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the

bill be amended by adding thereto the fol-

lowing section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality
of Waterloo Act, 1972, being chapter 105,
as amended by the Statutes of Ontario, 1976,

chapter 43, section 38, is further amended
by adding thereto the following subsection:

"3(b) Notwithstanding section 8, the

Lieutenant Governor in Council upon the

recommendation of the minister may by or-

der authorize such method of selecting the
members who represent the area municipality
on the regional council as is considered ad-
visable following an order of the Municipal
Board under section 3(a) and that the sec-
tions of the bill that follow be renumbered
accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 14, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 15 and 16 agreed to.

On section 17:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves the bill be
amended by adding thereto the following
section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality of

Sudbury Act, 1972, being chapter 104, as
amended by the Statutes of Ontario, 1972,
chapter 167, section 1; 1974, chapter 54,
section 1; 1975, chapter 46, section 12; and
1976, chapter 43, section 50, is further
amended by adding thereto the following sub-
section:

"3(b) Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council, upon the recom-
mendation of the minister, may by order
authorize such method of selecting the mem-
bers who represent the area municipality on
the regional council as is considered advisable

following an order of the Municipal Board
under subsection 3(a); and that the sections
of the bill that follow be renumbered ac-

cordingly."

Mr. Swart: I just want to draw the atten-
tion of the House to the fact that the member
for Sudbury (Mr. Germa) specifically came in

because this bill was being dealt with at this

time.

Mr. Haggerty: He is absent now.
Mr. Foulds: No, he is right here.

Motion agreed to.

Section 17, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 18 to 20, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 21:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that the
bill be amended by adding thereto the fol-

lowing section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality of
Peel Act, 1973, being chapter 60, as amended
by the Statutes of Ontario, 1976, chapter 43,
section 61, is further amended by adding
thereto the following subsection:

"3(b) Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council, upon the recom-
mendation of the minister, may by order
authorize such method of selecting the mem-
bers who represent the area municipality on
the regional council as is considered advisable

following an order of the Municipal Board
under subsection 3(a); and that the sections

of the bill that follow be renumbered ac-

cordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 21, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 22 to 24, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 25:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that sec-

tion 25 of the bill be amended by adding
thereto the following section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality of

Halton Act, 1973, being chapter 70, as

amended by the Statutes of Ontario, 1973,

chapter 162, section 2, and 1976, chapter 43,

section 73, is further amended by adding
thereto the following subsection 3b:

"
'Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieutenant

Governor in Council, upon the recommenda-
tion of the minister, may by order authorize

such method of selecting the members who
represent the area municipality on the re-

gional council as is considered advisable fol-

lowing an order of the Municipal Board under

subsection 3a/
"And that the sections of the bill that

follow be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 25, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 26 to 29, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 30:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that section

30 of the bill be amended by adding thereto

the following section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality of

Hamilton-Wentworth Act, 1973, being chapter

74, as amended by the Statutes of Ontario,

1976, chapter 43, section 84, is further

amended by adding thereto the following
subsection 3c:

"
'Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieutenant

Governor in Council, upon the recommenda-
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tion of the minister, may by order authorize

such method of selecting the members who
represent the area municipality on the re-

gional council as is considered advisable fol-

lowing an order of the Municipal Roard
under subsection 3a,'

"And that the sections of the bill that follow

be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 30, as amended, agreed to.

On section 34:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that sec-

tion 34 of the bill be amended by adding
thereto the following section:

"Section 3 of the Regional Municipality of

Durham Act, 1973, being chapter 78 as

amended by the Statutes of Ontario, 1976,

chapter 43, section 96, is further amended
by adding thereto the following subsection

3b:

'Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieuten-
ant Governor in Council, upon the recom-
mendation of the minister, may by order
authorize such method of selecting the mem-
bers who represent the area municipality
on the regional council as is considered ad-
visable following an order of the Municipal
Roard under subsection 3a/
"And that the sections of the bill that fol-

low be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 34, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 35 to 37, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 38:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that sec-

tion 38 of the bill be amended by adding
thereto the following section:

'Section 3 of the Regional Municipality
of Haldimand-Norfolk Act, 1973, being chap-
ter 96 as amended by the Statutes of On-
tario, 1976, chapter 43, section 107, is fur-

ther amended by adding thereto the follow-

ing subsection 3b:

'Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieuten-
ant Governor in Council, upon the recom-
mendation of the minister, may by order

authorize such method of selecting the mem-
bers who represent the area muncipality on
the regional council as is considered advis-

able following an order of the Municipal
Roard under subsection 3a,'

"And that the sections of the bill that

follow be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 38, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 39 to 43, inclusive, agreed to.

Rill 36, as amended, reported.

COUNTY OF OXFORD
AMENDMENT ACT

House in committee on Rill 38, An Act to

amend the County of Oxford Act, 1974.

On section 1:

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashe moves that sec-

tion 1 of the bill be amended by add:ng
thereto the following section:

"Section 3 of the County of Oxford Act,

1974, being chapter 57 as amended by the

Statutes of Ontario, 1976, chapter 73, sec-

tion 1, is further amended by adding thereto

the following subsection 4b:
"

'Notwithstanding section 8, the Lieuten-

ant Governor in Council, upon the recom-

mendation of the minister, may by order au-

thorize such method of selecting the mem-
bers who represent the area municipality on

the county council as is considered advisable

following an order of the Municipal Roard

under subsection 4a,'

"And that the sections of the bill that fol-

low be renumbered accordingly."

Motion agreed to.

Section 1, as amended, agreed to.

Sections 2 to 6, inclusive, agreed to

Rill 38, as amended, reported.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, I ju>;t

want to get the permission of the committee.

There's been some consultation between my
colleague, the Chairman of Management
Roard (Mr. Auld), and representatives of the

other two parties with respect to Rill 4

which is in committee. If the committee

agrees, we might now call it for some amend-
ment which the Chairman of Management
Roard has, and proceed with that legislation.

SUCCESSOR RIGHTS (CROWN
TRANSFERS) ACT

House in committee on Rill 4, An Act to

provide Successor Rights on the Transfer

of an Undertaking to or from The Crown.

Hon. Mr. Auld: Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment deals with sections 7 to 12 of the bill.

I assume there are no comments prior to

that time so, perhaps, I can move that now.

Sections 1 to 6, inclusive, agreed to.

On sections 7 to 12, inclusive:

Mr. Chairman: Hon. Mr. Auld moves
that sections 7 to 12 of Rill 4 be renum-
bered as sections 8 to 13 and that the bill

be amended by adding thereto the follow-

ing section:

"7(1) An application may be made to the

tribunal or to the board and (a) the tribunal

may declare whether or not a trade union or

council of trade unions qualifies as an em-
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ployee organization under the Crown Employ-
ees Collective Bargaining Act, 1972, and (b)
the board may declare whether or not an

employee organization qualifies as a trade

union or council of trade unions under the

Labour Relations Act.

"(2) Where the tribunal is not satisfied

that the trade union or council of trade

unions is so qualified, or the board is not

satisfied that the employee organization is so

qualified, the tribunal or the board, as the

case may be, may specify the steps necessary
to so qualify and, when satisfied that the

steps have been taken, (a) the tribunal shall

declare that the trade union, council of trade

unions or the successor of either of them is

so qualified or, (b) the board shall declare

that the employee organization or its succes-

sor is so qualified.
"

( 3 ) A trade union, council of trade unions

or successor of either of them that is de-

clared by the tribunal to be so qualified shall

be deemed to have been qualified as an em-

ployee organization under the Crown Em-
ployees Collective Bargaining Act, 1972, from
and including the day of the transfer to the

Crown of the undertaking to which the

declaration relates.

"(4) An employee organization, or its suc-

cessor, that is declared by the board to be
so qualified shall be deemed to have been
malified as a trade union or council of trade

unions under the Labour Relations Act from
and including the day of the transfer to the

employer of the undertaking to which the

declaration relates."

As came up on second reading of this bill,

this has been added to provide a method for

determining whether or not a trade union,
council of trade unions or employee organiza-
tion is qualified, as required by section 6(1)
cf the bill.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Chairman, some time

ago when this bill had been discussed in

second reading there were problems that were
raised concerning the matters dealing with a

union that might be outside the jurisdiction
of the Crown being able to qualify under
an employee organization under the require-
ments of the Crown Employees Collective

Bargaining Act.

The matter was stood over at that time for

an amendment to be considered and that

amendment has now been brought before the

House today. This amendment hopefully re-

solves the question that was raised by, in

fact, empowering the Ontario Public Service

Labour Relations Tribunal to specify the

steps which are necessary for a union to so

qualify. As a result of those steps being able

to be specified, then the union can be deemed
to have qualified from and including the

day of the transfer of an undertaking to the

union.

I realize, of course, that the matter is a

somewhat involved one but the attempt has

now been made to allow the situation to

develop, with the hopes that any problems of

transferring these matters can be dealt with

in future, so as to make sure that such trans-

fers are done smoothly and to the satisfaction

of the parties involved.

As a result, we are content with this

amendment and we are prepared to support
it.

Mr. Mackenzie: Mr. Chairman, we also will

support the bill and the amendment. We
recognize that what is really needed are some
amendments to CECBA and hopefully we are

going to see them somewhere down the road,

because that's the only way we are really go-

ing to get reciprocal arrangements of em-

ployees coming under the Crown Employees
Collective Bargaining Act.

We certainly take the minister at good
faith when he said the intent of the bill as

brought into the House was that it would be

reciprocal, and hopefully this will correct the

situation or at least lead to very few disputes.

If it doesn't, then somewhere down the road

we may have to take another look at it, but

I think it's important also that it be done

rather quickly in case there be any units

that might possibly lose some of their bene-

fits as a result of transfers that are pending.

Mr. Chairman: Do any other members wish

to comment on this amendment? If not, any
further comments by the hon. member for

Leeds?

Hon. Mr. Auld: No, simply to thank the

members opposite for the speedy passage,

because as the member for Hamilton East

just said, it is rather important in that both

OPSEU and perhaps CUPE are concerned

about the possibilities of transfer in or out,

and we trust this will cure any problems.

Motion agreed to.

Sections 7 to 12, inclusive, as amended,

agreed to.

Mr. Chairman: If there are no further

comments or amendments, shall the bill as

amended be reported?

Bill 4, as amended, reported.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the

committee of the whole House reported three

bills with amendments and asked for leave

to sit again.
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THIRD READINGS

The following bills were given third read-

ing on morion:

Bill 4, An Act to provide for Successor

Rights on the Transfer of an Undertaking to

or from the Crown.
Bill 36, An Act to amend Certain Acts re-

specting Regional Municipalities.
Bill 38, An Act to amend the County of

Oxford Act, 1974.

FAMILY LAW PACKAGE
Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I am won-

dering, before I call the next order, if we
might just have a bit of chat in the House in

connection with the order of things.

We are now going to proceed with items
20 to 24 on the order paper dealing with the

family law package, about which there have
been some meetings. As you know, it had
been the intention that most of this legisla-
tion following second reading would go to the

appropriate standing committee for considera-

tion later, but I have since learned that there

may be some bills which the House would
agree to proceed with now. I just want to

make sure, because it might affect the order;
we might do those things that we thought
could be dealt with now. It was my under-

standing—and the Attorney General might
comment on this—that perhaps 21, 22, 23 and
24 might be in that category, and that we
would really leave over Bill 59-the family
law bill—for further consideration in the

standing committee.

There have been some different reports on
this. If the Speaker would allow, we might
clarify that point and deal with—

Mr. Breithaupt: I shall be pleased to be of

assistance, if I can be. I would agree that

from the discussions within our own caucus
and with the critics that certain of these bills

can probably be proceeded with and go to

third reading today. I suggest, however, that
of the four items you have referred to,

although Bills 60, 62 and 65 are in that cate-

gory, it may be necessary—or at least con-
sidered prudent—to join Bill 61 with Bill 59
for the purpose of debate, which ultimately
may be preferred. I understand there may be
further comments. Certainly, my colleague
from Ottawa East will be involved, as will

my colleague from York Centre. But in any
event, I believe that Bills 60, 62 and 65 can

proceed directly.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, as long as it is

understood that the House reserves the right
to refer the bills to the committee of the
whole House, because I understand there

may be an amendment coming forward to

Bill 60.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I am in the hands of the

House in this. I just wanted to have some

direction, given the fact there is some general

agreement that even with a brief excursion in

committee of the whole House, we would get
Bills 60, 62 and 65 through. Then you wanted
to save Bills 59 and 61 for the standing com-
mittee. I just want to know, that's all. All

five were going to go to standing committee
when we first started this, but if three could

be handled now and two or one go to the

standing committee, that's fine with me. I

just want to know what to do.

Mr. Breithaupt: I think if there is a neces-

sity for a particular amendment to Bill 60,

it could be dealt with here in committee of

the whole House. It may indeed be that Bill

61 can also be completed. I am just not

entirely familiar with that particular point.

So we could begin.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker—with some con-

sultation fairly recently—I am of the opinion
—as the critic for the Attorney General—that

only Bill 59 really needs to be sent down-
stairs for review; the rest can be done in this

House. They are very probably—and, in my
opinion, are—sufficiently severable to get them

through. We have been waiting such a long
time that it is better to clear the decks to the

greatest extent possible with respect to this

family law matter.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Then let's start with the

three. I'll call the 21st order, then.

[4:30]

SUCCESSION LAW REFORM ACT
Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second reading

of Bill 60, An Act to reform the Law respect-

ing Succession to the Estates of Deceased
Persons.

Mr. Lawlor: These tracks have even

changed bloody trains in the middle of the

junction, the high-speed locomotive coming

up behind. It's not just one bill we're discuss-

ing today. It's a plenitude. Each of them has

a progeny—all illegitimate. In every case we
have three different bills.

What you have to do when you stand here

today is know what the state of the actual

law is and know what they proposed on the

first instance about—I think it's getting on to

16 years ago now. Then eight years ago they

brought in a change and at a less nether time

they have now finally got the third facsimile

before us. All that has to be retained and you
have to switch at the same time.

This change in the succession in estates

has been thoroughly canvassed and perused
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by the Law Reform Commission. The law
at an earlier time was in—I won't say exactly
a state of confusion—but certainly in a state

of high intricacy. It was designed to test

the calibre of the bar working in this particu-
lar field. It was not easy to construe, particu-

larly after you got past children and you
were going up to parents and down to

nephews and nieces and brothers and sisters

and over to next of kin and into the hands
of what is salubriously called the laughing

heir, that is, the fellow in Australia whom
no one ever heard of who takes the bundle.

And did he ever smile! The fellow in Aus-

tralia has finally been brought to heel and
within this kind of legislation we aren't any
longer going to permit that.

The legislation provides for a great many
things. It provides for lapses in a will where

people die before the testator dies, for an

ademption, as it is called in law, with

respect to, for instance, where he takes back

a mortgage and he gets rid of it and turns

it into cash or sells property that he's given
to somebody under a will and the proceeds
are traceable in one form or another. This

affirms the fact that you can trace it through
and then the person to whom the original

gift was given would be the beneficiary of

that particular gift.

It abolishes dower, and that has been long
called for—it was abolished many years ago
in Great Britain—and the courtesy, the hus-

band's right, analogous to but very different

from dower. Provisions are made for very
intricate stuff in the bill having to do with

conflict of law legislation and as to the doc-

trine of the renvoi, about which —
Mr. Lewis: We all knew that.

Mr. Lawlor: —one of the most astute of

law teachers—he probably taught law for 50

years at Osgoode Hall, a man by the name
of Falconbridge, bless his white-haired soul—

Hon. Mr. Welch: A great man.

Hon. B. Stephenson: How can a soul be
white-haired?

Mr. Lewis: Not so much is known about
the soul that it couldn't be.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I suppose that is a

possibility.

Mr. Lawlor: —would spend a good six

months of the year talking about that tiny
term.

I think that on second reading there isn't

in this particular legislation a great deal of

point in seeking to take it apart. There's a

diversity of principle in it and probably the

best forum to sort it out is shortly in the

committee of the whole. I think we should

let the matter rest at that point since we
have, as I see it, no quarrel in principle. On
the contrary, this is fairly neutral law as

between political parties. It simply updates
and brings down, rationalizes and modernizes
the whole area of law that has descended
from time immemorial and is hoary with

age. The only thing that amazes one about

this sort of thing is that it hadn't been done
at least three generations ago.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I always view and
hear with great interest the comments of the

member for Lakeshore, and I must con-

gratulate him, because he takes on and meets

a real challenge when he can stand up and

go on as he did about legislation which I

suspect he knows as little about as I do.

Mr. Lewis: Of whom are you speaking?

Mr. Roy: Secondly, about legislation which

is as dry and as complex and about which
most of the legal profession know nothing.

So he has met the challenge and I find-

Mr. Lewis: The member for Lakeshore has

read every word, paragraph, clause, under-

stands it all, has absorbed it all and has dis-

gorged it all.

Mr. Roy: That's right. I agree with the

leader of the NDP that he has read it all, but

to say understands it? I am sure he is in the

same boat as I am.

Mr. Lewis: He understands it. If Patrick

tells me he understands it, he understands it.

Mr. Lawlor: They are both half right.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Which half?

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, I have just a few

brief comments. I would say to the Attorney

General that in his comments when he again

introduced the legislation yesterday I noted

some sort of suggestion that he was looking

forward to expeditious process in the passage

of this bill, which we on this side and my

colleagues to the left have always been in

favour of.

However, I noted some suggestions, some-

how, and I just want to correct the record,

that certainly those of us on this side in no

way have impeded in any way the passage

of all these four bills-or is it going to be

five bills-the bills dealing with succession,

with marriage status, with children, and, of

course, the major legislation dealing with

support obligation, marriage and so on. I

just want to make it very clear that we have

always been very co-operative on this side,

and I can say my colleagues to the left have

as well.

If there has been any delay in the passage

of this legislation it is because certain things

have happened. For instance, they called
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the election. That sort of delayed the process.
We weren't asking for something like that.

That delayed the process. Those of us on
this side have accepted our responsibility
and have proceeded with as much expedition
as possible in the passage of legislation, and
we shall do so—

Mr. Nixon: We did everything possible to

keep that legislation moving forward.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Get back to the principle
of the bill.

Mr. Roy: In dealing with the bill itself,

Mr. Speaker, upon the bill first being pre-

sented, I don't know how long ago it was,
the bill was referred to an august committee
of members of the Law Society of Upper
Canada led by Mr. Brule, who is one of

the experts in this field. These knowledgeable
people, experts, having looked at all this

legislation, the only thing they could suggest
back to us was changing a comma here and

adding a word there.

I say to myself, "Well, that is good
enough for me, if these fellows don't feel that

there is anything wrong with the legislation."
Of course, a quick and superficial perusal on

my part suggests that there is nothing wrong
with the legislation. We are in agreement
that it should pass and that it should see

the light of proclamation, the Lieutenant
Governor's seal and everything else as soon
as possible.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Very briefly, Mr.

Speaker, just following on what has been

said, this is legislation that has been pending
for some time. I know those who are par-

ticularly concerned with the needed reforms

that are part of this legislation have been

waiting for several years.

I think the process, as has been suggested

by the member for Ottawa East, has been
a very useful and important one, because
there has been a very complete dialogue
with the members of the Legislature and the

public sector, particularly those of the pub-
lic sector who are interested in the legislation.
As a result, my staff, who have worked very
hard over the years, have benefitted by this

very useful interaction and we have legisla-
tion that has been anxiously awaited, be-
cause it really does provide very necessary
reforms to the very important laws of
succession. I am very happy with the support
that has been given to this legislation by
members on all sides of the House.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

MARRIAGE ACT

Hon Mr. McMurtry moved second reading
of Bill 62, An Act to revise the Marriage

Act, 1977.

Mr. Roy: We have reviewed this legisla-

tion as well and we have discussed it in

caucus. We certainly are in agreement with

the principle of the bill changing certain

aspects of marriages in this province. There
are some practical applications, some of

which I have experienced firsthand. One of

them was the long lineups of people outside

the provincial Judge's office waiting to be
married. I thought that somehow it demeaned
the process of marriage and in fact it de-
meaned the whole process of the administra-

tion of justice to have a situation where a

judge would take a break from a preliminary
hearing in a rape case to go downstairs and
conduct five or 10 weddings in haste, with

expedition and so on. I have felt for some
time that the jurisdiction to perform mar-

riages should have been given to justices of
the peace or other designated persons, and
of course this is part of what is incorporated
in the bill.

The other interesting aspect of this legisla-

tion, of course—and it has been mentioned; I

think we mentioned it on the first occasion

we had to discuss the bill on second reading
—is that we are removing a right of action

for a breach of promise to marry. Some col-

leagues in my caucus were pleased to hear

that, but I think I said on second reading the

first time—and I am saying it again—that I

suppose in this Ontario society, in 1977, it's

a right of action which may have had deal-

ings in 18th-century England or other coun-

tries but which today is hardly applicable.
So we agree with that proposition.
In closing my comments I must say that I

find Form 1 at the end of the legislation is

very interesting. It just seems interesting that

we should have to emphasise by way of

legislation that there are certain people that

an individual can or cannot marry. You should

be pleased to know, Mr. Speaker, for instance,

that it is clearly set out in the legislation in

Form 1 that a man may not marry his grand-

mother; that is specifically set out there.

Mr. Nixon: You have gone too far.

Mr. Lewis: Is that specifically a McMurtry
initiative? You are a reformer; you are a

social reformer.

Mr. Roy: If you want to talk about pro-

gressive legislation, then this is it. You can't

marry your grandmother or your grandfather's

wife; and it goes on to say you can't marry
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your nephew's wife and so on. We have it all

set out.

As far as this legislation is concerned, we
see no reason on this side of the House for

any delay or why it should not be passed.

Mr. Lawlor: I don't know whether to dis-

cuss it here or to discuss it hereafter.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You may not get the

chance, Patrick.

[4:45]

Mr. Lawlor: I don't mean in the other

world. I think it should go to committee

because there are, again, specific points where

it's not necessary there might be an amend-

ment, but simply to have clarification; and

also for those who want to have in Hansard
an expose—I think that's the word—of what
the legislation contains.

There are some niggling points too; nig-

gling points which are not pretty. For in-

stance, the age of marriage is set at 18 years,

maybe 16 with the consent of the parents and
with a whole host of surrounding circum-
stances. Is that wise or unwise? It's increased

from 14 to 16; what is the impact of that and
what are the social implications of that?

An ancient law, a hoary law, is the business

of the seventh year presumption of death as

the basis upon which a woman or a man, go-

ing through particular procedures, would be

able to remarry. That deserves a little com-
ment apart from second reading comment.
The nature of banns; who are the issuers,

by what right do they issue and how you
designate them—that too. It is most interesting

that when this matter was previously before

the committee we ran into very considerable

difficulty in a particular section as to who
would otherwise be called either a minister

or a priest, or an officiating official, and by
what right they acquired that title and
whether there was recognition within a con-

gregation of a person. There are some faiths

which have marriage ceremonies that do not

meet or accord with the usual procedures and
ministerial practices.

At section 20, subsection 4 the minister or

the ministry has attempted to look after the

matter. They have removed the word "con-

gregation" of recent date from the legislation

and substituted "the governing authority of

the religious body." That perhaps should be

scouted a bit and given further clarification

in the House—first of all because it is such a

recent change and although the bodies in

question, the Quakers and the Baha'i faith,

have been consulted and as I understand the

situation have agreed to this alteration, I

think that that should be made explicit and

on the record.

We probably can spend some time with it.

and I don't wish to, with respect to the time

interval between the issuance of a licence

and the solemnization of the marriage. I think

they carried me out of here about this time

last year, when we were just beginning to get
into this particular subject and I missed the

grand occasion. I don't know what the extent

of the debate was with respect to greater time

intervals, et cetera—giving the opportunities
for second thoughts.

Since none of the legislation makes provi-
sion for marriage counsellors or all that ap-

paratus that's been proposed to the minister

and which future marriage law in this prov-
ince will embody as ways of seeking to keep
marriages together and as services to people
with respect to cementing the situation, then

when it permits perhaps precipitate marriage,
et cetera—makes no provision for it within

the legislation—then the legislation isn't prob-

ably as visionary or as clean a piece of busi-

ness as it is held out to be by the Law
Reform Commission or by the government as

it presently stands at all. I think perhaps a

few moments of questioning of that and some
debate about it won't do any harm.

It is a good thing. We heard earlier today
in question period about the condition of the

courts, not just in Ottawa but all over this

province; backlogs, you can't get a taxation of

costs, for instance, down at Osgoode Hall

before next June. Do you know that? I know
judges don't do that, masters do, but it shows
the general cluttering and conditions of the

court which is becoming, anybody can see,

scandalous at this time in history.

I was going to save this up for the minister

for the estimates and we no doubt will enter

into that gently at that particular time—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Warm up, you are in

the bullpen.

Mr. Lawlor: —but anything at this time

in history that would have an alleviating

effect upon the duties of the judiciary, even

making them go to work, would be all to the

good in this particular context.

So the solemnization being taken out—
not taken out of the hands of the judges they

may continue to solemnize—I suspect that the

judges now will direct this sort of tiling into

the hands of justices of the peace, et cetera.

They are more numerous, are not quite so

highly paid, and certainly have the pro-

ficiency in that particular sphere. They may
bind these fellows but I would have some

hesitation about permitting them to loosen

anything.

I should mention an interesting thing before

I sit down, quite a novel thing really. Section
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33 reads: "Where one person makes a gift

to another in contemplation of or conditional

upon their marriage to each other and the

marriage fails to take place or is abandoned"
—or both parties abandon one another at the

door—"the question of whether or not the

failure or abandonment was caused by or was
the fault of the donor shall not be considered

in determining the right of the donor to re-

cover the gift." If he wants it back again,

you know.
I wonder about that one too, it's a curious

one. Here's a guy, he gives the dowry; he
hands over the bulk of his hard-earned pelf,

which had been sitting in bullion in the

bank, in a moment of dementia praecox he
decides to confer it upon his beloved daughter.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That's a Victorian

diagnosis, Pat.

Mr. Lawlor: Then a few days later he says:

"That future son-in-law of mine has irked me
somewhat last night in our drinking session

and I wouldn't want to see my daughter

marry that scoundrel. What is the best way
for me to go about it to get that dough back

again? I shall take every step to frustrate

this marriage, if only to get back my gift."

Can you see the Pandora's box, the wasp's
nest, of human irritation and dereliction that

is involved in that particular section?

With that I can show the minister how
weak his legislation is; and a thing is known
by its weakest link.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, I must
admit I'm very grateful to have the oppor-
tunity of participating in this debate with
the member for Lakeshore. I know that both
the member for York South and I regard this

as yet another opportunity to accumulate
memorabilia from the member for Lakeshore—

Mr. MacDonald: You might even be quoted
10 years hence.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That's right, for future

dinners honouring our good friend, because

certainly Hansard has been a great source for

other occasions—both of us thinking, of course,
of a more recent one.

With respect to the age of marriage, I

think the original proposal was to leave the

age at 14. We had some discussion in the

committee, but certainly I was of the view it

should be increased to 16, the minimum age.
While not pretending to be aware of the total

history related to this section, obviously part
of the history was related to the stigma of

illegitimacy that often attached upon children

who were born of parents under the age of

16 years. So it was thought, wisely or not,
that rather than have a stigma of illegitimacy
attached to a child, the parents therefore

should marry to avoid that, even though they
might be 14 or 15 years old.

In view of the fact that we are in the

process of very wisely and sensibly removing
this stigma of illegitimacy, in my respectful
view it certainly removes much of the reason

for recognizing marriages of people as young
as 14 or 15 years old. It's my respectful view

again that this change to 16 is very much in

the public interest. Surely, as the member for

Lakeshore has reflected on the problem of

marriage counselling, since many people
undertake this very important step with per-

haps not the appropriate counselling, it's hard

to imagine when it would be in the public
interest to recognize marriages of children

of 14 or 15 years old.

I gather from the member for Lakeshore's

remarks that it is suggested there should be

something in the legislation providing for

marriage counselling, which implies to me the

possibility of some mandatory provision for

marriage counselling prior to a marriage taking

piice. While we all recognize that people
should not get married without some con-

siderable deliberation, preparation or reflec-

tion, I think that to make this mandatory
would amount to an encroachment in the life

of the citizens of this community which

perhaps could be intolerable. While I'm sure

most of us support the idea of marriage

counselling, or some form of counselling in

advance of a marriage, particularly with young
couples, I don't believe that it should be a

mandatory feature of any Marriage Act.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It should be sought and
not imposed.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Precisely. It should be

sought and not imposed.
Mr. Nixon: What a nice turn of phrase that

is.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In section 20 we have

attempted to recognize the legitimate wishes

of groups such as the Quakers and the Baha'i

religions. These groups specifically have been
consulted in relation to this legislation, and
the legislation is framed accordingly.
With respect to any other possible amend-

ments of which the member for Lakeshore

speaks in rather general terms, without

specifying precisely what these amendments

might be, all I can say at this time is that

we would certainly be quite prepared to con-

sider any amendments that would more effec-

tively carry out the intent of the legislation. I

would be quite happy to consult with the

member for Lakeshore in that context.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

[5:00]
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SURROGATE COURTS AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second reading
of Bill 65, An Act to amend the Surrogate
Courts Act.

Mr. Lawlor: This is the Surrogate Courts

Amendment Act, I take it. You take it. Any-
body who wants it can have it. There are

several things in this particular bill. Again, I

am going to be asking to have it sent to com-
mittee, particularly with respect to section 4.

Mr. Nixon: It is going to postpone the in-

evitable, Pat. You are going to have to talk

about it some time.

Mr. Lawlor: What I have to say at the

moment is explosive in the extreme. That de-

tailed inventory that you are seeking to

abolish—I have really severe misgivings about
it. As the legislation reads, it seems it is going
to give a lump sum—in the papers filed in the

surrogate court. But I am told that that's not

exactly accurate; as between movables and
immovables there will be a breakdown in

valuation.

I know that on many occasions, I have

gone into the surrogate court office precisely
in order to take a look at that inventory on
behalf of heirs or on the part of people who
are thinking of contesting an estate in one

way or another. They, first of all, want to

know whether it's worthwhile; but they are

very often asking about a specific item—
what was the farm machinery worth or what
was that house at 22 Summerhill Road worth?
If you are going to make a lump sum, we are

not going to know what valuation was placed
upon these particular items. I am not going
t> be particularly assertive about this. I

would like to hear good reasons given as to

why this particular step is being taken. I

know that the judge of the county court,

designated as the judge of the surrogate court,

says that it's effete, it's archaic and not much
value. But I just wonder if the practising bar
and profession think that's the case—if they
think that it is, on occasion, of very consider-

able value, indeed.

If you don't get a detailed inventory from
that court, you can write a letter to the

executor, let's say, or the administrator ap-

pointed by the court but you may not get a

reply; and time to coerce the reply is an ex-

tremely difficult thing. They say, "Whatever
is filed is filed and that's all you are going to

know." So I am rather willing to err on the

direction of filing too much than filing too

little, in this particular context.

Section 5 is quite beneficial with respect to

the bonding provisions and so on. But in com-
mittee I think it deserves dwelling on for a

few moments in order to clarify the use and
range of a bond.

With that, Mr. Speaker, we accept the prin-
ciple of the bill.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, before the
minister is asked to reply, I wonder if he
could clarify for me the provisions of this

proposed amendment as it relates to the other
statutes which are before us. For example, if

an illegitimate child could come forward and
claim at some time later in the process and
looks to the heir or to the beneficiary of a
certain specific gift for redress-I think the

Attorney General is aware of what I am
addressing myself to-would it not be appro-
priate that that kind of information should
be in the court where one does one's searches?

Perhaps I have missed something in this, and
it is only really a matter of clarification that
I would like on that particular point, or how
in the practice of the law one goes about

advising such a beneficiary as to whom to

look to for some of these things. I suppose in

the will itself, it's clear. But the question of

the amounts and so on, and if some of it has
been dissipated, is the kind of thing that is

troublesome to me.

Mr. Stong: Briefly, and probably more by
way of reiteration than anything else, I

would echo the words of the member for

Lakeshore. With respect to the value and
the way the Act reads right now, it would
seem to be a lump sum and probably no

differentiation, where in fact it may be ad-

visable to have some type of a minimum
differentiation. Perhaps an amendment to

that section would be forthcoming in third

reading.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In ongoing consul-

tation with the practising bar and the ju-

diciary, it has been their view that the total

inventory provisions are quite unsatisfactory,
and again this is not a field in which I have
had any practical experience. The existing

inventory provisions are satisfactory in view
of the fact that they do not provide the

true nature of the assets, and that places an
onus on a judge to satisfy himself or herself

as to the valuation, without giving the judge
the means to do so. For example, the present

inventory doesn't provide requirements, and
fails to give any particulars of stocks and
bonds. It doesn't provide for insurance at all.

I understand there is a set of rules that

has been developed by the surrogate court

to provide a means whereby a surrogate
court judge can obtain details where there

is a legitimate request for these details. This

is at present before the rules committee and
will be available, hopefully, in the near fu-
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ture. It is hoped that these rules will pro-
vide a much better method of ascertaining
what the true assets are. In so far as dealing
with a child born outside of marriage, the

will would be on file with the valuation.

The rules, I am told, would permit any per-
son entitled to compel disclosure from the

executor. I think the rules will accomplish
a lot of what appears to be the very under-
standable concerns of the members opposite.

Coming back to the evaluation section,
I don't know whether it is possible between
now and third reading for committee of the
whole House to consider a further amend-
ment which might provide a more satis-

factory method. In order to respond to the
concern of the member for Lakeshore, we
are quite prepared to consider this over the

supper hour.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I am won-
dering if I might consult with representa-
tives of the other two parties with respect
to Bill 61. I'd like to ascertain whether or
not that bill is considered one that we want
to include with the three to which we've
just given second reading; to go into com-
mittee and to go right through for royal
assent now, or whether it, along with Bill

59, is to be referred to standing committee.
If there's no agreement on that, we could

go into committee and do the committee
work on the three we've carried and com-
plete them, and then start the second reading
debate on Bills 59 and 61. But there seemed
to be some question as to whether Bill 61
was to go to the standing committee or to
be treated in the same way as Bills 60, 62,
and 65. Could I have some direction, Mr.
Speaker; rather, some indication as to what
the other two parties feel?

Mr. Roy: We have certain concerns. There
are certain aspects of Bill 61 which we had
some concern about, but of course if the

Attorney General was prepared to go along
with some of the suggested amendments it

could go to committee of the whole. I don't
think it's a specific matter in the bill, so
that it may well be that we're able to solve
our problem and expedite the passage of this
bill by going through the process of the
other three that precede it in committee of
the whole; but we will be having some
amendments to propose on that one.

Mr. Lawlor: As far as I'm concerned, Mr.
Speaker, it could be taken along with the
last three bills. It could form a package as
the fourth in that series and be taken into
the committee of the whole House.

CHILDREN'S LAW REFORM ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second read-

ing of Bill 61, An Act to reform the Law re-

specting the Status of Children.

Mr. Stong: One of the most profound
concerns I suppose we have with respect to

this bill arises out of section 10, the proposed
section. It seems upon a reading of sub-

sections 1 and 2 particularly, and then con-

tinuing on down with respect to the blood
test. It would appear from that section that

a very basic principle underlying our law is

breached. By including that section in this

bill we would seem to be jeopardizing the

rights of an individual—the right, for instance,
of freedom from interference.

What I'm concerned about, basically, is that

section 10 would seem, as I understand it, to

call upon a court to make an order, upon
application by a given individual with respect
to the determination of the parentage of a

child, that determination being based upon
the results of a blood test. As I understand

the situation to be with respect to the medi-

cal profession and medical science, the

results of a blood test are certainly not con-

clusive, by any stretch of the imagination, in

determining the parentage of an individual.

One thing they do give assistance with is the

finding that a person is not the parent.

If the section remains in this Act, as I

read it—"upon the application of a party in

a civil proceeding, such a blood test may be
ordered"—if that blood test is ordered, then
subsection (4) comes in and it's dealt with

upon its application to certain people as set

out. But if a person refuses a blood test, then
the court, by virtue of the operation of sec-

tion 10(2), may draw an inference "as it

thinks fit."

[5:15]

To me, that reads the same as giving the

court permission to draw an adverse con-

clusion, which would seem to me to be giving
the court the power and the authority and
the jurisdiction by virtue of an inference that

cannot be drawn from scientific or medical

methods. In my respectful submission,

through Mr. Speaker to the minister, why
should the court be given powers to be
drawn from a mere inference that it could

not draw from more conclusive evidence if

such evidence were available, namely a blood

test? So what we are really saying is, a blood

test is not conclusive of proof of parentage,

but if you refuse to take that blood test I

can draw the conclusion from that that you
are the parent by virtue of the fact that you
refuse. A court can draw an adverse con-
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elusion from a situation that it could not

otherwise draw a positive conclusion from.

In my respectful submission, that is such a

breach of right that it goes right to the grava-

men, right to the substantive effect of this

Act, right to the principle, and breaches the

principle cf the individual's right to protect
his own freedom. In that sense it would
seem to me that this bill in that particular
section should fail on its principle.

Mr. Lawlor: I have, Mr. Speaker, some
misgivings about my friend the member for

York Centre's position on this. If one refuses

to give a blood test it says the court may
draw such inference as it thinks fit. It is

going to do so anyhow. If a guy says, "No
I am not prepared to give a blood test,"

et cetera, some judges will place greater

weight upon it. Some of them will ignore it.

After all, a child has been brought into

the world and there are probably some other

surrounding collateral circumstances pointing
towards this particular person as having been

responsible, and in order to escape that area

of responsibility, apart from any of the

numerous other things he may seek to do,
such as taking off £or Alaska, he may refuse

a blood test. Nobody pretends the blood test

is conclusive in the legislation as such, and
the whole basis of the presumptions are set

upon the basis of the balance of probabilities.

By the way, I want to thank the ministry
staff and the Attorney General for giving us,
on several occasions within the past few
days, background papers. Last Friday after-

noon we received this one, called a com-

pendium of background information relating
to the Children's Law Reform Act, where it

goes into a quite erudite discussion of the

nature of presumption generally in the law
of evidence and of the particular presump-
tions involved in the legitimacy of children.

Of course on the basic presumption as to

legitimacy, a child born in lawful wedlock is

presumed; and here it weighs the various

levels of the presumption as to say probabil-

ity, certainty, conclusively presumed, all that

sort of thing. I find it not just aesthetically

delightful, from the point of view of return-

in? to my law school days, but actually having
real substantive merit in the context of this

particular debate. Anyhow, we will come to it

with greater penetration in committee.
I want to read into the record an historic

section. When I read it I think of Thomas
Hardy and Jude the Obscure, I think of half

the plays of William Shakespeare, and I think

of all the aeons of western history and that

sometimes handsome, but usually hulky lad

who is the second son, the illegitimate one,
who did all the work on the farm and who

got none of the bloody recognition and who
is treated like some form of coolie through-
out all human history.

I want to read of the historic abolition of

the coolie, if I may: Section 1(4), "Any dis-

tinction at common law"—common law is a

pretty cruel business all the way through;
incredible the insouciance of the English—
"between the status of children born in wed-
lock and born out of wedlock is abolished,

and the relationship of parent and child and
kindred relationships flowing therefrom shall

be determined for the purposes of the com-
mon law in accordance with this section."

Bless the year, jubilee 1977, that we have

finally come to that. There isn't much further

substance to the legislation. As far as I am
concerned that's substance enough and we
may have further discussion on it.

Mr. Roy: Mr. Speaker, in our discussion

of Bill 61 in caucus we quickly came to a

consensus that the comments made by my
colleague the member for York Centre is

something that was arrived at; and we were

pretty unanimous on that, we have serious

doubts about it.

Generally speaking, we agree with the

fact that the legislation removes any distinc-

tion in law between legitimate and illegitimate

children. We agree with most of the prin-

ciples all the way down which deal with the

question of the establishment of parentage;
the maternity is generally ascertainable

through statistics, records and things of this

nature. Generally speaking, as far as the

legislation is concerned, that's fine.

But then we proceed along to the point

that has been made by my colleague and

we arrive at section 10: First of all, section

10 allows one to make an application in a

civil proceeding to obtain a blood test from

certain individuals. We have to be careful we
don't start eroding away what I consider to

be basic principles of our justice. The first

basic principle is the right against self-in-

crimination. That's a principle which dates

back centuries.

We have made exceptions to that basic

principle. I suppose the major encroachment

on that basic principle against self-incrimina-

tion was the forcing of individuals to take

breathalyser tests. You recall the fuss that

was caused over that. In fact you were forcing

people into situations where they had to

co-operate; they were obliged to undergo a

breathalyser test, and of course that evidence

then was used against them.

So that's the first thing we had some
serious concerns about, that we don't go
ahead with this in a cavalier fashion. We
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appreciate that it is in the public interest

that in a paternity suit the establishment of

the father—I suppose mostly it will apply to

the father—is a situation which is in the

public interest and that that should be de-
termined in the most efficient and effective

way possible.

But is that a principle which should allow

us as a Legislature to say, in the process of

doing that, that we feel that this is an im-

portant enough principle and of sufficient

concern to the community of this province
that we should say, "Yes, we will go a step
further and we will say the right against
self-incrimination will be encroached in this

case and you will be forced into a situation

where you will have to give a blood test."

So that is the first thing. I appreciate that

this law is not like the breathalyser law
which says, "If you don't take a test then

you are guilty of" a particular offence." The
consequences in fact are as bad, because
even in the breathalyser legislation a court

can draw an inference from one who refuses

to take a breathalyser test. But the inference

that the court can draw is at least consistent

with the breathalyser test which will show if

you are in fact over .08 in blood alcohol

level, whereas in this particular case it per-
mits the court to draw an inference which,
as my colleague has said could not be made
scientifically. Experts could not draw an in-

ference, for instance, from this blood test,
that this individual is obviously the father of
the child, but it gives permission to the
court to do that. I hope that the Attorney
General looks at this, because in committee
of the whole we'll be certainly proposing an
amendment to this particular section.

We're in favour of the principle of the bill;

but I think those of us who are concerned
about encroachment on the rights of certain

individuals, or individuals generally in this

province, have to be concerned that in a sort

of a quiet way—and I shouldn't say surrepti-

tious, but in a way that goes somewhat un-

noticed, that again we trample on a basic

principle.

I think that the comments of my colleague
the member for York Centre on this legisla-
tion are very proper and I would hope from
the comments of the Attorney General that
he would allay our concerns about this.

Maybe there is some explanation on this

that we haven't seen down the way, but on
the basic premise that we find that that is an
offensive approach in this particular section

and subsection when it allows the court to

make such inference as it thinks appropriate,
we think that that is going too far. We don't

think that we can support a section that

would say that.

As I say, we support the principle of the

bill, and hopefully the Attorney General will

agree with us, or will give us an explanation.

Mrs. Campbell: I would just like to draw
some other factors to the attention of the

Attorney General. In the first place the mem-
ber for Lakeshore has stated that there would
be a body of evidence before a judge pre-

sumably before he or she would give leave.

I wonder where we reach that conclusion,
since in section 10(1), it seems to me it's con-

templated that a judge may give an order

against a number of persons to give leave to

obtain blood tests from a number of people.

Perhaps if at least in the legislation it were

indicated, as the member for Lakeshore has

presumed, that at least at some point there

has to be some evidence before this could

proceed that might at least go somewhat to

alleviating some of the concerns.

The other thing I would like to point out

is that where in subsection 3 it is spelled out
that one may draw such inferences, as the

member for Lakeshore has stated it is un-

questioned that judges do draw inferences

from all sorts of evidence in such cases. What
would occur to me is that if a person refused

the inference would be adverse, in all likeli-

hood, but if they consented would that auto-

matically be an inference in the other

direction?

It does seem to me that this particular
section ought to be looked at again, unless

the Attorney General can give us some sort

of assistance. Obviously there is a crying need
to try to resolve the problem of the con-
clusions of the parentage of a child, and it is

in the best interests of a child, it seems to me,
if one can move to that kind of conclusion.

But where a blood test simply rules out those

who could not be parents, I am of the opinion
that we ought to look very closely at this

section for those various reasons.

[5:30]

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, there are a number
of comments I could make about this bill but
I just wanted to reiterate what my two col-

leagues have said. It seems to me, not being
a lawyer, but from looking at it from the

common sense point of view, that in fact-

Mr. Roy: Practical.

Mr. Reid: Yes. Really, in fact the blood test,

as has been pointed out, does not prove
paternity. It can only prove that one is not the

father. Some of us are more concerned about
these matters, no doubt, than others but—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I can see where the

concerns are settled.
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Mr. Reid: Yes. It seems to me rather strange
really that this section—

Hon. Mr. Welch: How liberal is that bill?

Mr. Mancini: It took us 2,000 years to get
this.

Mr. Reid: —should even be in the bill. My
colleague from Ottawa East has referred to

the breathalyser, but there's a different twist

to this section in the bill in that it doesn't

prove something conclusively—it proves only
that something is not. I believe there are a

number of different blood types but there are

only two or three major blood types that most

people fall into.

Mr. Foulds: Hot and cold.

Mr. Reid: The others are somewhat rare

and exotic perhaps. It seems to me that this

section of the bill is contradictory to natural

justice. I presume the Attorney General is

going to address himself to why this par-
ticular section is in the bill.

Mr. Lawlor: Natural justice now. My God.

Mr. Reid: It is if you're up on a paternity
charge.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Mr. Speaker, this issue

was quite exhaustively reviewed by law re-

form commissions in Canada, the United

States, Great Britain and Australia, for ex-

ample, and it's interesting to see what the re-

sult was. In the United States, in virtually

every jurisdiction I am advised, there is com-
pulsory testing. The Ontario Law Reform
Commission and the British Law Commission
reviewed the matter exhaustively and stated

that it should be a matter of consent. But

again, the legislation reflects their recom-
mendations that it is a matter that the court
can take into consideration.

These law commissions and law reform
commissions considered the issue of indi-

vidual rights very exhaustively, and of course

they realize that this could hardly be regarded
as self-incrimination in the sense as advanced
by the member for Ottawa East, because it is

not conclusive. It can only prove a negative.
But having considered this matter very care-

fully, the law commissions in all these areas—
and I think in Australia it's also compulsory-
considered the fact that it was a matter that

could be of assistance to the court in certain

circumstances and that the right of the child

—and I know that the rights of children are a

paramount concern, particularly with respect
to the member for St. George.

Having had the benefit of the wisdom of

all these law reform commissions which, as I

say, only split on the issue as to whether it

should be compulsory or not compulsory, as

reflected in our legislation, it was felt that

although in many cases it would be obviously

of no assistance to the court for the reasons

advanced by the members opposite, there are

a sufficient number of cases, they thought,
where an inference could be drawn, that it

could assist the court in arriving at the jus

of the cause. It was therefore recommended
by these commissions that legislation be
drafted accordingly.

I would, therefore, ask the members oppo-
site to consider the fact that this is a matter
that was not so lightly arrived at. Very
credible commissions about the English-

speaking world, as I say, have entered into

the very exhaustive review about which I've

just spoken. They have indicated that on
balance it is really not a significant intrusion

on the rights of the individual because, as I

say, it can't prove conclusively that a person
is the father, but it is of assistance and the

rights of children require that the court re-

ceive every possible assistance in the in-

dividual case.

As you know, under the existing law blood
tests are admissible in evidence in affiliation

proceedings on consent. We are not changing
the law in that respect as consent would still

be required. What we're simply saying is that

if a person does consent, in certain cases it

would be of assistance to the court. Again, in

assisting the court to arrive at a just result

it is in the interests of the child and therefore

in the interests of the community. I would
therefore respectfully invite the members op-

posite, the official opposition, to reconsider

their concerns in the light of what I have just

said.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTION

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I wonder
if I might just interrupt the order of things
for a moment and have the unanimous con-

sent of the House to revert to motions. There's

to be a substitution for a committee meeting
tomorrow morning and this might be the

appropriate time to accommodate that.

Mr. Breithaupt: Great.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is there a unanimous
consent?

Agreed.

Hon. Mr. Welch moved that Mr. Lawlor be
substituted for Ms. Gigantes on the select

committee on the Ombudsman.

Motion agreed to.

FAMILY LAW PACKAGE

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, now that

we have second reading of Bills 60, 61, 62
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and 65 it's felt there may be some advantage,
before going into the committee consideration

of these bills, that opposition members who
have raised some points for clarification in

amendment get together with the Attorney
General at 6 and discuss those points so that

,

his staff can give them some thought during
the supper time and perhaps facilitate the

consideration of these bills at the committee

stage at 8 o'clock.

We might then start the second reading
debate of Bill 59, interrupt it after supper
until such time as we do the committee work
on the other bills and then resume the sec-

ond reading debate of Bill 59 in order to

provide some time for people to discuss their

concerns with respect to the four bills just

carried. If that would be in order then we
can proceed.

Mr. Breithaupt: Might I suggest that if it

is felt that it would be more convenient to

give additional time, it might be just as con-

venient to call it 6 of the clock in order to

allow an extra half hour or so to resolve, per-

haps, some of those concerns.

Hon. Mr. Welch: We have a lot of work to

do. Twenty minutes is not sufficient.

Mr. Breithaupt: Fine. It was just a sug-

gestion.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Then the Attorney Gen-

eral will be pleased to meet with members
who want to consider amendments at 6

o'clock. I really think he should have some
notice about planned amendments because we
would normally have them on Friday for

today.

Since we're trying to accommodate the

general wish of the House to proceed with

these four bills, it would be in order, perhaps,

to make sure that the Attorney General has

some notice of what the members plan to do
with these four bills in committee so that

his staff can give some consideration, rather

than have the House caught somewhat by sur-

prise tonight in so far as the wording of these

amendments is concerned.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT

Hon. Mr. McMurtry moved second reading
of Bill 59, An Act to reform the Law respect-

ing Property Rights and Support Obligations
between Married Persons and in other Family

Relationships.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Does the hon. min-

ister have an opening statement?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: No, Mr. Speaker. A
great deal has been said about this legisla-

tion. We've discussed it fairly exhaustively in

committee and I don't think it would be of

any assistance for me to say anything more
at this time. Of course it will be going back
to standing committee.

Mr. Roy: Just briefly, Mr. Speaker. We
have gone through second reading of this.

Many of us have made relatively lengthy
comments at that time. I would only just

briefly mention a few of the matters that I

find of interest in the new Bill 59.

First of all you will notice that we are now
facing a preamble to Bill 59. I am told by
the Attorney General that the reason for the

preamble in the bill is that there was a feel-

ing out there in the community that the bill

was viewed as something that was more
negative than positive. In other words, it was
some sort of a mechanical thing to fix up a

situation which had broken down and the

Attorney General felt that there were some
positive aspects to the legislation which could
be expounded appropriately through a pre-
amble.

So the preamble was inserted and in some
measure it is in keeping with the major prin-

ciples of the bill. First of all it says it's going
to strengthen the role of the family in society.

But as I go down the preamble, I am still

concerned about one aspect that I mentioned1

on second reading. It is that when the pre-
amble talks about the recognition that mar-

riage is a form of partnership and then the

legislation goes on to talk about how we are

going to in some ways legitimize or give legal

sanction to common law unions, I can see

some contradiction there between what is

recited in the preamble and what we actually

do in the legislation.

While I am on that topic, I had reservations

at the time that we discussed in second read-

ing this whole common law relationship

thing. It has been changed now from three

to five years. There has been some other flak

on it, some of it which apparently was pretty

sharp towards the Attorney General. Now we
are involved in the common law relationship

where there can be contracts now in some

ways which can control or can at least give
both partners some status within the common
law relationship.

I don't know. I still have reservations, and 1

somehow I have some difficulty in expressing
this concern about the question of common
law relationships. We are into a situation

where we say: "Yes, we believe in the family.

Yes, we think that the way to control the

family or the best setup for the family or the

institution of the family is through a form of

marriage." That's what society, or at least

society here in Ontario and most societies

throughout the world, are built on—on that

particular unit.
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The reason that people were going in the

direction of common law relationships was
that in some measure they wanted to avoid

the law dealing with marriages. They wanted

to avoid the rights and responsibilities and so

on. Again we are into a situation where

giving it legal sanction—apart from children I

mean—the courts from a jurisdictional point

of view have always recognized the responsi-

bilities of the parents whether it was in a

common law relationship or otherwise.

But when you get apart from the children

and get into a situation where they can enter

into marriage contracts, where after living

together five years there may be certain rights

and responsibilities, I still have some reserva-

tion about that aspect of it—whether we
shouldn't have just left that alone, except for

dealing with children.

We will be hearing some more submissions

on this bill because it is going before com-

mittee.

[5:45]

The other aspect, since the bill has gone to

committee and many of us have sat a lon^

time listening to submissions from all sorts of

groups on the legislation, is that the major

concerns that were raised at the committee

from various groups were first of all the ques-

tion of family assets.

A lot of groups felt that the definition

of family assets was far too restrictive. Some

groups suggested that it was going too far. I

can recall some of the submissions saying
it was going too far, whereas some groups,

especially women's groups, were suggesting
it wasn't going far enough, that it should

include all assets accumulated during the

period of cohabitation. I can see that causing
all sorts of problems.

As I tried to explain to some of the groups
that were before us at the committee level,

if we tried to be too all-encompassing with

this, we would end up in a situation where
we would drive the chiselling husband, as

they used to call him, the person who was

trying to get away from his responsibilities,

into a marriage contract situation. There
are going to be more and more marriage
contracts. They are just going to contract

out of their responsibilities. I am suggesting

basically that that definition, unless con-

vincing is done in a more effective way than

it was done in the past, is relatively ade-

quate for the circumstances.

The other major complaint by many groups

appearing before the committee is that there

is far too much discretion in this legislation

left with the courts and the presiding judge.

Again, we tried to explain that when one is

dealing with a human relationship, with

human beings, there are no two situations

alike. It is very difficult to specify and to

cover all bases on this type of legislation. It

is very difficult to cover all possible per-
mutations and combinations that may well

happen in a marriage relationship. In the

process of doing it, every time you want to

cover it, you are going to miss something.
So for those of us—and I say this humbly,
as one who has worked in that field in the

family law section— it is always important
that there be some discretion because no two
situations are alike. It seems to me that, as

much as some people have reservations and

as much as I would like to see much more

specific legislation, it's impossible to do jus-

tice to this whole family law situation by

being more specific or by taking more dis-

cretion from the court.

The other great complaint in submissions

made before the committee was the question
on support obligations that the conduct of

the applicant was a factor. Again, that is not

the type of thing you can remove or just

leave in the way it was before. There have

ben some changes. It is going to be in-

teresting to hear submissions before the com-

mittee as to what people consider to be gross

misconduct. I think repudiating the re-

lationship is defined as gross misconduct. It

is going to be interesting to see what couples
or what applicants or what people in 1977

Ontario society consider to be gross relation-

ships. I suppose that a whole system of

jurisprudence will develop to determine what

in fact is conduct on the part of the parties

amounting to this type of gross misconduct.

As an example, some years ago I think

the Highway Traffic Act was amended to say

that a passenger could claim against the

driver of a motor vehicle if he could prove
that he was grossly negligent. It is very

interesting to look at the case law and the

jurisprudence that have evolved from that.

Determining or defining what is gross relation-

ship, I tell you is not easy. I suppose it would

be even more interesting in the question of

a marriage relationship.

Again, for those who said we should have

it out completely, that the question of con-

duct should not be a factor at all, circum-

stances were given by many of us who had

had practical experience in this field in-

dicating that it was not quite that easy.

Human relations are such that it is very
difficult to tell one party or the other in a

marriage that sometimes conduct, which can

be conduct that can only be termed gross,

if you will, should not be considered a factor

in the determination of support.
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In looking at this and sitting on the com-
mittee when we get some more submissions,
I can recall our colleague who is not with
us from Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) during the
discussions before the committee had given
some examples where not just conduct but
other factors should be taken into account
on the question of support and the amount
of support that should be awarded by the
court. So we look forward to having this

bill go before committee again. We look for-

ward to quick passage, because this is an-
other piece of legislation which the law
profession and people in this province have
been waiting for for quite some time. Any
delay again could certainly not be left on
the shoulders of the opposition.

I look at one of the little pieces of paper
that was in this red book, Family Law Re-
form-I think the minister said he's handed
out 40,000 of these, which gives you an idea
of the amount of interest in this. It states in

here, 'It is now planned to have the new
legislation in force by September 1, 1977."

As I recall it, the minister's first date was
sometime in 1976-77. So it looks as though
we're going to see this legislation, hopefully
-I would think the date now would be the
summer of 1978.

Mr. Foulds: March.

Mr. Roy: March? March 1978. In any
event, we just want to say that I think we
on this side have co-operated in every way
possible in being responsible in studying the

legislation. I don't think we've done anything
in any way to delay the passage of this

legislation—and I say it again because there

was some implication on the part of the

Attorney General that there was some im-

patience out there about the passage of this

legislation.

If there is, I think we've done everything
possible to see the expedition of this type of

legislation and we'll continue to do so and
take the responsible approach towards a prob-
lem that's as important as this one.

Mr. Lawlor: Mr. Speaker, we only have a
few moments left, so I'll regale you. Then
we'll go off and have a gourmet dinner, I

suppose, at the local restaurant downstairs.

This is Hes'keth Pearson's book on Bernard
Shaw and in preamble, since preambles are

all around us at this moment, I will say I

have never spoken in second reading on this

legislation and so I will probably take a little

longer than anybody can possibly bear.

"Like Peel, she"—"she" being a person by
the name of Annie Besant, known to everyone
in this assembly, intimately, as Madame Blav-

atsky, the great theorist and theosophist in

Britain; she had a rather close alliance with
Bernard. "Like Peel, she had no small talk.

Like Bradlaugh, she was a wonder on the

platform and in private life nothing." How
many people are like that?

Mr. Reid: Most of us and the Ombudsman.
Mr. Lawlor: It's usually the reverse.

Mr. Reid: Not referring to you.

Mr. Lawlor: In private life they're stupen-

dous, but on the public platform—God help
us all.

Mr. Reid: That's what I was referring to,

not you personally.

iMr. Lawlor: "Bradlaugh in private life

was a bore when his monologue lost its

novelty ( Shaw declares that the only men he

ever met who were totally incapable of con-

versation were Bradlaugh and Charles Dilke ) ;

but Mrs. Besant was not even a bore: She

was either a great priestess or she was

nothing.

"Nothing was just what happened between

the piano duets"—they used to do duets to-

gether—"and these were terrible. At last she

found herself waiting"—

Mr. Reid: In relation to the bill.

Mr. Lawlor: "At last she found herself

waiting for him in the evenings, and waiting

in vain. But Annie was not a woman to be

neglected or trifled with." Shaw insisted on

their relations being put in order. "As her

husband was alive and she could not marry,

she drew up a contract setting forth the

terms on which they were to live together as

man and wife and presented it to him for

signature. He read it. 'Good God!' he ex-

claimed, 'this is worse than all the vows of all

the churches on earth. I had rather be legally

married to you 10 times over.'
" And he re-

fused to sign it.

That's what we face with the marriage
contract legislation? The prospect of these

innovations quite tortures my conservative

soul. Imagine launching out into that void.

Now the legal profession will thank you. And
with a plenitude—even plethora—of young
students emerging on to the market, we do

have to find work for them to do, don't we?
But that is really not in your domain. That

is really the realm of the fellow up behind

you—Harry Parrott.

Mr. Breithaupt: Especially when we are

cutting down automobile accidents.

Mr. Lawlor: That is his responsibility.

Well, the legislation has been around for a

long time. I have almost come to believe that

it is in effect, advising everybody on that

belief. There is a certain time when that

needle keeps on working and erodes the
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record. Well, my particular record has now

adapted to the whole thing, so much so that

my colleagues can tell you that I am almost

convinced that there is some merit in the

legislation.

You had four approaches to the legislation.

You had full community property; you had

third community property; you had a British

judicial discretion approach; and you had

what we have before us. But you took what

you have and not the other things. You

ignored your own law reform commission in

order to bring it into being. Subsequently,

the Manitoba legislation has come through.

Why the devil don't you get your legisla-

tion through a little earlier so that we
wouldn't be embarrassed to have been sport-

ing this wretched piece of legislation when
we see how resplendent, how full of wisdom
and light the Manitoba legislation is? How
could they ever get rid of a government that

enlightened? They divided between full com-

munity on one side and, with respect to

commercial assets as such, into a deferred

community concept. We will all come to it.

We will come to a full community concept
within—as Betty Friedan might say—five and

three quarter years. You might even be in

office. Do you think that you will have
brains enough to do it? We might even be
in office. Do you think that we will?

Mr. Breithaupt: No—on both points.

Mr. Lawlor: In any event the Conservatives
aren't likely to—as things stand. This is

rather warped and weird and we would
rather not support the legislation. But we
know it would be impolitic in the extreme
for us not to do so. After all being impolitic
in politics is a contradiction in terms. And
we wouldn't possibly want to consistently
contradict ourselves.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Why?
Mr. Breithaupt: Why stop now?

Mr. Lawlor: So we peacefully go along
towards our dinner break.

Mr. Speaker: Perhaps the hon. member
might find this a convenient spot to break
his remarks?

Mr. Lawlor: I'd find any spot convenient.

Mr. Breithaupt: So would we all, Mr.

Speaker.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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The House resumed at 8 p.m.

FAMILY LAW REFORM ACT
(continued)

Resumption of the debate on the motion

for second reading of Bill 59, An Act to re-

form the Law respecting Property Rights and

Support Obligations between Married Per-

sons and in other Family Relationships.

Mr. Speaker: When we rose at 6 the hon.

member for Lakeshore had the floor.

Mr. Lawlor: At the break, Mr. Speaker, I

was outlining a fairly fundamental disenchant-

ment and general pervasive psychotic un-

happiness on the part of myself and my col-

leagues with the legislation qua. I am not

seeking to imitate a duck. I don't say, "Qua,

qua." I say "qua," just as it is—just as the

wretched stuff comes to us.

I was saying that it made an amalgam of

deferred property and the discretionary sys-

tem in other jurisdicti'ons. I have never been

quite clear as to why that has been done. It's

always been a bit of a mystery. It's a kind of

curious tangent to go off on. Since that's the

very core of the principle, perhaps the

Attorney General (Mr. McMurtry) would

spend a moment or two to outline the raison

d'etre for this and for having brought this—

I was going to say something of an abortion

but that's not quite fair; nor could one even

say stillbirth, so we are going to have to

rely upon this rather anaemic child that has

been produced.
Throughout the lengthy and even some-

what tedious debates that we've had down-

stairs, largely arising out of the legislation,

the Attorney General has given considerable

ground in area after area, approximating
where he felt it was at all feasible, to a full

community concept. But the main structure

remained in place and adamantly remains
focused primarily on the concept of the family
assets. I don't know at this late date whether
the Attorney General is amenable to extend-

ing the concept of family assets. We think it's

too rigorous, too narrow. He has made some
moves in that particular direction, but

picayune, nothing monumental. That's the

area, if the legislation is going to have greater

efficacy, that the broadening would have to

take place in that whole area of definition.

Tuesday, October 18, 1977

I confess to you, Mr. Speaker, that I do not
feel since it has been so thrashed over and
winnowed that the Attorney General cer-

tainly doesn't appear to be very much given
to giving further ground or any other ground
on that.

Mr. Roy: It is going^ to go to committee and
we have got the majority on committee. We
can do what we want.

Mr. Lawlor: We will see what comes in

committee on that.

Mr. Roy: You are going to have to con-
vince us.

Mr. Lawlor: I think it is only wise to men-
tion in the course of it that legislation of this

kind is not like ordinary legislation at all, that

it is a very delicate stuff, that it is close to

the bone and to the lymphatic glands of the

population. A change in this kind of law
which so intimately affects human lives must
be handled with the greatest care and
intimacy. The Attorney General in one of his

statements made references to other juris-

dictions and their reformulation of family law.

I remember an instance when Kemal
Ataturk of Turkey, wishing to westernize his

nation, so to speak, overnight in his modern-
ization brought in major improvements in that

near eastern or quasi-oriental law touching

marriages. He brought it all in. It looked

tremendously beautiful on paper and took

into cognizance a full panoply of intermarital

relationships and the relations to children,

and nobody paid a damn bit of attention.

The whole nation of Turkey went on its way
in its traditional customs for another 25 years
before it even began to dawn upon them that

Kemal had! passed a law altering, modifying
and changing the marital relationships in that

country.

Therefore, that's what can happen to this

kind of law. It is not like securities legislation

where they are all highly sensitive and aware

of every jot and tittle in the legislation. Here,
if it doesn't meet the consensus or accord con-

temporary in the community at the time, then

the law will receive scant attention. It will be
more abided in the breach, et cetera, and
that's why we have to pay particular atten-

tion at this time in matters Kke common-law

relationships.
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The Attorney General has changed the

period from two to five years. We can play
games with numbers, et cetera; I should have
preferred three. I think there is recognition of
the fact that this is a widespread phenomenon
of our modern society, involving mutual obli-

gations, and which is very often sloughed
off in a kind' of John Stuart Mill libertarianism
as between the sexes, people exploiting one
another in their lives, et cetera. I give the

Attorney General credit. Its in line with
what has been recommended by the Law
Reform Commission. He has come down fairly

heavy. He came down heavier before. Public
resentment and outcry were such through the
committee hearings that he has been moved
to extend it to five years. Again, it's some-
what petty to dwell too much on the figures.
I simply say I thought three would be better.

We'll leave it at that for the moment.
With respect to misconduct, that has been

a bone of contention perhaps. When people
begin to focus monomaniacally on a particu-
lar section of the piece of legislation, they
tend to lose sight of the whole terrain, where
things fit in and the just weight that should
be accorded to various concepts. I indicated
iri committee and indicate here tonight that

I don't think that misconduct qua should be
removed completely nor has it been. But what
has been done, I think is fine. It winnows it

down.
The only thing I would want to mention at

this juncture is that I would have to speak
against the position of my absent colleague,
the member for Riverdale (Mr. Renwick).

I want to pause here for a moment. As the

only other lawyer in the New Democratic

Party, I want to offer homage and recognition
of how much we all miss him in this Legisla-
ture.

[Applause.l

Mr. Lawlor: As the applause indicates, we
all wish him enormously well and I hope this

will be conveyed to him.
I don't mention him just to take issue with

him, although I do take issue with him at

this moment. He recommended that it be put
into a separate section, which has been done.

There's some feeling that that may be a
mistake. In other words, it having been

segregated and given a position of special

attention, the judges then may give it some
kind of weight over against that long series

of factors that they have to take into con-

sideration in support obligation and give it

undue weight, when the very thing we were

seeking to do was to play it down and to

give it the just but subordinate position over

against everything else that we desire that

it should have.

We may have to reconsider on that and
put it back into the other area so that con-
duct as such may tend to get lost a bit, be-

cause, as we know, numerous groups that

come before us are somewhat suspicious of

judges and at least the traditional lawyers.

Hon. B. Stephenson: And even more so

lawyers.

Mr. Lawlor: They think that because they
gave such an enormous emphasis to conduct
in the marriage as to who was at fault and
to tracing out and making judgements upon
the acts of one party or the other, when we
all know that most marriages break up on
the basis of a fairly good distribution of fault

on both sides.

In any case, thank heavens, that type of

judgemental attitude towards marriage gradu-
ally is being evaporated in the modern world
and that is no longer the central core. But for

many of the long-sitting judges, it is so rooted
in their groin that they would have great

difficulty indeed to give it the kind of weight
that my friend and I are interested in.

I further agree with the Attorney General
on this, and I would even like to quote from
a mysterious source. In other words, I quote
the devil as scripture. The Attorney General

says somewhere:

"Take, for example, the case of an alcoholic

husband who is prone to violent physical
attacks on the children and who is unemploy-
able because of alcoholism. Or consider the

wife who goes off to live with another man
because he fulfils her emotional needs better

than her husband and leaves him with the

kids; the other man fives on welfare and the

wife has no job skills. Can we say to the wife

in the first example or to the husband in the

second, 'You must provide support for your

spouse regardless of his or her conduct'? In

both these cases the need of the spouse has

been self-created; that is, created by his or

her own conduct. I wonder how willing the

spouse ordered to pay in such circumstances

would be to live up to the legal obligation of

support."

There can be no doubt they would default

on support. They would resist it. They would

fight it to the last inch. They would probably
in some instances be prepared to go to jail

before they would be prepared to pay, and I

don't blame them a bit.

Today, as W. H. Auden once said, "we are

all Freudians." We think that sexuality

governs everything. There seems to be no

cruelty left in the world and no drug addic-

tion and no various forms of alcoholic intake.

These factors get lost over against the bicker-

ing or the mutual animosities that are en-
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gendered out of a purely sexual appetite. So,

let the libido squirm, I say. I am concerned

with the correction. While dear old Freud
tied one in deeply with the other, I won't go

along with him. I'm Jungian tonight and

pace, Sigmund.

[8:15]

Those are considerations that must be

taken into account and justifiably permit us

to retain, in my opinion, the gross conduct

business, whatever it means. When we have

our committee hearings we will find out what
the general public thinks it means and what-

ever you and I think it means, it means

nothing, as you well know, until some judge
who thinks it means a great deal, says so,

and then frustrates all our purposes. All we
good-intentioned people are as nothing as

against a judge of 25 years' standing. Then,
I suppose, we have to keep on amending it

until such time as instructions are thoroughly
laid down but we're not doing that tonight.

There is one case in which the Attorney
General should have made—I won't say the

fundamental compromise—I mean he should

have taken the categorical choice, the cate-

gorical choice of the matrimonial home. There,
he didn't have to temporize. He didn't have
to fence sit or go off into deferred concepts.

Why did he bother? There's no deferral

necessary. That's the one place where there

should have been full community of prop-

erty called, ipso facto, joint tenancy, right
from the word "go," all through the duration

of cohabitation. He would have satisfied a

great many people, particularly women's or-

ganizations if he had made that particular

gesture.

I want him to give some consideration to

it at this date, at this time. There's plenty of

time, this thing won't come on; he's got lots

of time to think about it. It probably won't
come on until after Christmas but, if we can

arrange it as we talked about it here in this

House, to bring it on before and bring this

legislation to fruition before that time, so be
it. He has a little less time to think about it.

But why make that deferred? He has to

concede that logically and legalistically both,
what he has done in these particular sections

is effectively grant community property. He
says whichever spouse owns the property,

they can't sell it, they can't deal with it, they
can't mortgage it, they can't lien it, they can't

do anything with it legally without the con-
sent of the other spouse. So why not give the

thing its full weight, its scope and its ampli-
tude from the word "go"? Why does he play
with these things? There seems to me very
little point in pressing that particular aspect.

In the next area, I would just like to men-
tion the marriage contracts themselves. A
marriage contract is the pivotal and guiding
instrument in the Attorney General's legis-

lation. Everything turns upon it One can

pretty well, in the marriage contract, except
for several items, do whatever can be agreed
upon between the parties. It being so crucial

and axial to the whole operation, what was
recommended to the Attorney General by some
lawyers who appeared before the committee,
such as the necessity of independent legal

advice, perhaps should be embodied in the

legislation making that a requisite, and so

forth, so that these contracts, which are going
to become far more pervasive than they pres-

ently are, are going to govern, in the future,

most marriages, let's face it, because people
will want to distribute their so-called family

assets, so-called, in a quite different way than
what he has disposed of within his legisla-

tion.

Because he has made his legislation the

way it is, they're going to be obliged, if they
want to set up alternative arrangements, pre-

cisely to enter into a marriage contract. So
these new instruments will become deep-
rooted in the community, will become an ac-

ceptable thing and the fewer exceptions that

can be worked into it, the better.

One of the exceptions is, obviously, the

matrimonial home itself. That must be ac-

cepted as it stands. Another one is that it will

be recognized in a support application, it

may be varied, modified, changed and radi-

cally changed in the course of court pro-

ceedings. That is, of course, the way it should

be.

Finally, with respect to children, section

55(2) says, "In the determination of any
matter respecting the support, education,

moral training or custody of or access to a

child, the court may disregard any provision

of a domestic contract pertaining thereto

where, in the opinion of the court, to do so

is in the best interests of the child."

Those are the three salient exceptions in

the legislation as it stands and I don't sug-

gest any change in those exceptions. I may
very well have some changes in committee,

adding to what may not be varied or con-

tracted out of.

For the rest: I am willing to accept small

gains, even from the Greeks—that they bring

in the large-headed horse, or their little bur-

geoning cornucopias in the fall with a few

grapes at the bottom where you can hardly

see them. I am willing to accept that. We
must be humble in this life and when there

are small gifts given, great hearts respond. As
R. D. Laing says: "Let your heart be like the
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sun, shine alike on everyone." This is what
the Attorney General has done to us. But if

he had only included the last two pages of
the legislation as it stands, I would perforce,
as a somewhat weary lawyer, be obliged to

vote for the wretched thing—because he has
abolished a lot of things.

It is not what he has done but what he has
undone whereby he's blessed. In a dark seduc-
tion—criminal conversation, alimony, entice-

ment, loss of consortium, all these sacred
cherries of the law which we worshipped not
10 minutes ago, or should I say 10 years ago.
You don't know how many hours were taken

up talking about the loss of consortium, for

heaven's sake; and with the wave of his hand,
the magician has caused them all to evaporate
into air—yea, into clean air, leaving not a
wraith behind. It is just something marvellous
that he can perform, and we can perform in

this chamber.
All these otiose old doctrines are disap-

pearing down the drain. That alone is heart's

balm to the last warrior at Wounded Knee.
Mr. Kerrio: It is a great man who follows

that act.

Mr. G. Taylor: It is better than following
a dog act, anyway. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
this evening-

Mr. Reid: Or vice versa.

Mr. G. Taylor: I am pleased to be able to

speak to this legislation this evening as one
of my first moments of talking on such
legislation. As a lawyer, I have practised
greatly in this field.

Mr. Reid: You have ruined your credibility.

Mr. Martel: You should never have said
that.

Mr. G. Taylor: I have seen the wreckage
that it puts through. I have seen the divorces
that go through my office. They talk about
divorce mills v/here you gain the experience
from this, and I applaud the Attorney General
and this government for putting forth such
legislation. It has a long gestation period. It

has not been without problems to arrive at

this stage.

The family law has developed over many
years and the common law has developed in

that area. The Attorney General has put forth
a piece of legislation that will take care of
that. It has gone through, as we are all aware,
the law reform commissions, bar associations,

lawyers and social agencies. It has been
studied and recommended upon. This govern-
ment has seen it and it has acted. Albeit it

may not be, as the critics will say, the most
perfect of legislation, but it is a piece of legis-
lation that is trying to improve upon a situa-

tion.

The family structure is something in our

society that we must preserve; it is some-
thing that when it ruptures and when it

breaks down, the emotions overcome, and

they overcome rational thought to a point
that the human wreckage spews forth upon
all parties—children, spouses and those asso-

ciated with them. The wreckage may be from

revenge, from greed, from guilt and jealousy,
but it is there. It is often the result of archaic

legal principles and laws which were behind
the social customs and theories of our times,
and not in accord with the reality of today.
Where our laws are inadequate, we try to

meet those needs. Here, this piece of legisla-
tion will meet some of those needs. Where
the laws have been inadequate to meet reality,

we hope that this law and this piece of legis-
lation will come forth and be closer to reality.

Where the laws are inadequate because the

Legislature will not act and had not acted
sooner and forgot the human emotions, this

law pleads forth to solve those human emo-
tions with this, a family piece of legislation.

This legislation has human elements in it.

It puts predictability into the law where it

was not before. That's where the problem
was created—the lack of predictability for

lawyers and for spouses and for legal advisers

in this piece of family legislation that would
not end squabbles quickly but would proceed,
in fact, to enhance the squabbles because
there was not the predictability in law that

was necessary to end the squabbles.
The permanence of the family is something

necessary in this society. We have all come
to that conclusion; it is not new, it is not

original. However, a portion of our popula-
tion will not remain together as a family unit,

and we must recognize that. We must pre-

pare for their needs. It is probably not desir-

able that these family units break up, but that

they stay together. But if the determination

is upon them that there is going to be a sever-

ance, then let us prepare for it, let us bring
forth legislation that will allow for it to be
as amicable as possible.

This legislation brings home at the outset

of the marriage its importance that there

should be maintained a family unit. Where
the unit fractures, where the family relation-

ship goes stale, where it ruptures, indisput-

ably there is an end to that marriage. But it

then must be taken care of so that the human
element is looked after.

I have been in situations where they argue
over the most menial and trivial of things,
like records and books. Those should not be,
but our laws at present provide for that

type of squabble, and that should be ended.
How sad it is that the economic factors.
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which already magnify the disharmony,
should be bedevilled by an antiquated legal
structure. This type of legislation should

rectify that. Our law should not be as it is.

This legislation should create a new system
of law dealing with economic relations be-

tween husband and wife and children. While
there is a shredding of the marital ties, let the

legal system put together a better future for

them. It recognizes the contribution of both

spouses to the marriage as an economic unit.

It recognizes the splitting of that economic
unit. It recognizes by a set of rules with pre-

dictability that the major asset, the matri-

monial home, which probably more than any-

thing else gave cause to many of the

squabbles, should be dealt with equitably.
This bill will be a code of economic rela-

tions between the spouses upon the severance

of that union. The division of the family
assets amplifies the existing problems at a

time when the brutality of an economic dis-

pute is not at all needed. Here we fought over

useless things, amplified often by lawyers
who took the participants and took them into

needless disputes, because even they could
not recognize what the law was and what it

should be.

[8:30]

This bill recognizes also greater economic

relationships, those that would be developed
between a husband and wife, maybe for

estate reasons, business reasons, various eco-

nomic reasons—these have been created. This

bill allows for those to be settled early in

the marriage. It also allows for their settle-

ment by judicial discretion. Oftentimes we do
not put upon the judiciary the tools to allow

them to settle disputes. But here, this piece
of legislation is one that will give them a

greater deal of comfort to be able to allow

them to settle disputes in a more amicable

arrangement between the parties.

The support obligations have not been un-

noticed in this piece of legislation. There has

been an equality in recognition of the sexes,

of their contribution to the marriage, of their

endeavours to put together a unit, but then

upon severance let's recognize what they have

put in to the union. It confers no privilege

upon either one but recognizes their support,
to each other and to their children and
those that are dependent upon them.

This legislation allows for a great deal of

flexibility within the family. It also encour-

ages settlement; when you have predictability
of rules it encourages and enhances a settle-

ment to a quicker conclusion than one where,
if the rules are not precise, the burden of

dissolving the marriage is lengthened by argu-
ments over it.

Mr. Lawlor: The Attorney General seems
to have taken you in.

Mr. G. Taylor: With this greater predict-

ability this piece of legislation is of greater
satisfaction to the legal profession. It is of

greater satisfaction to the judiciary, so that

they might be able to settle a legal predica-
ment that has been upon us.

Mr. Bounsall: All that business flowing
their way.

Mr. G. Taylor: The marriage contract will

possibly bring to those embarking upon
marriage the realities of the bed, the be-
trothal and the breeding, so that we will be
able to recognize those things before they
embark. It is often said, "For $5 I get into

this, and for $500 plus I get out." This

recognizes that and puts the burden upon
those entering marriage early in the situation.

The insertion of the marriage contract may
strengthen a union, which may be then ac-

corded the church, the clergy, the state, the

accountants and lawyers, so that all are in

on it at a very early stage rather than at a

later stage.

We have the obligation of the spouses to

the children of the union, till now often

forgotten. Here there is one recognition that

a custody order may go forth without that

economic union of dollars being attached to

it.

So again, many situations that have not

been covered before, the Attorney General

has covered in this piece of legislation.

This bill, I suggest, will be innovative. This

bill will resolve many of the problems per-

plexing the matrimonial laws of this province.
This will cure some of the ills.

To some it may be too futuristic. I'm not

unmindful that there will be critics of this

piece of legislation. It may not be perfect, it

may not be the ideal, but it has embarked

upon an area that has not been touched

before. It has embarked upon areas that

hitherto have given to the profession, to the

spouses, to the judiciary, too many problems.
These may be overcome by this piece of

legislation. I hope they will.

The bill will lessen the burden, the wreck-

age left by unleashed emotions which,
assisted by an outdated legal system, destroy

many a possibility of solving matrimonial

disputes. Let us hope that this piece of legis-

lation will pass quickly through committee
and this House and put some harmony into

the dissolution which may before not have
had that harmony.

Mr. Lawlor: Hallelujah.
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Ms. Gigantes: I rise in support of this bill

—in support because although the bill is not

good enough to provide a public reflection

of the equity we feel to be vital in good
family law, I feel it's not bad enough to be

rejected in principle.

Ontario has waited so long for reform on
the subject of property rights and support
obligations attached to the family relation-

ship that this bill is a major relief, even

though it's far from ideal. As most house-
wives would probably agree, half a loaf is

better than none. It is a paradox that it is in

the dissolution of a marriage that we can
examine the degree of equity that exists in

the institution of marriage. It is sad to see
that this bill does not provide for the full

equity of the partners in marriage. I'll con-
centrate on two points to explain this judge-
ment.

First of all, there is the definition of family
assets within the bill. Section 3 of the bill
defines family assets as follows: "Property
owned by one spouse or both spouses and
ordinarily used or enjoyed by both spouses."
These are the family assets, which according
to Bill 59, will be equally divided between
the partners in the event of the ending of
the marriage.

But is it easy to see how limited a notion
of equity this definition implies and how
limited a reality of equity it would provide
in many cases. One partner, for example, may
own property which is not "ordinarily used
or enjoyed by both spouses." Or one partner
may hold money in an account which is not
ordinarily used for family expenses. This
property or account would not be included as
family assets within the definition of this
bill and would not be subject to equal divi-
sion between partners, in spite of all the
flowery words we heard from the government
benches just a moment ago.

I would like to quote briefly from a brief
which was sent to the justice committee,
which had been considering an earlier version
of this same bill, in the spring of this year.
It came from one Dianne Baig who is a
member of the social planning council of the
Lakehead.

The Ontario government has chosen to

ignore the deferred community system recom-
mended by the Law Reform Commission and
institute instead the family assets approach
which, it claims, is a blend of the judicial
discretion and the deferred community
systems. The deferred community system
recognizes marriage as an economic partner-
ship. Upon marriage breakdown, the product
of the marriage, that is, accumulated assets,
minus what each partner brought into the

marriage, and excluding also gifts and in-

heritances from people outside of the marriage
unit, are divided equally.

"In the position paper entitled, 'Remarks
of the Hon. Roy McMurtry, Attorney Gen-

eral,' at the Law Society of Upper Canada

program on family law, July 30, 1976, at page
eight, the government gives its reasons for

not following the recommendation of the Law
Reform Commission, reasons which on ex-

amination are non-substantial. The govern-
ment is, in effect, paying lip service to the

idea of marriage being an equal partnership

and, at the same time, severely restricting the

assets which are liable to division on marriage
breakdown."
There has been an improvement in the

legislation that is before us, compared to the

legislation that we looked at in earlier

sessions. I will read a section of the bill

which, I believe, will allow in Ontario under
this legislation one partner to be able to make

application for consideration of sharing of

the old interests of the family on the breakup
of the family which was not permitted under

the old bill—certainly not with the kind of

wording that this bill directs towards judges
and lawyers.

In section 7 we read: "Where one spouse
or former spouse has contributed work,

money or money's worth in respect of the

acquisition, management, maintenance, opera-
tion or improvement of property other than

family assets, in which the other has or had
an interest, upon application the court may
by order

(a) direct the payment of an amount in

compensation therefor; or

(b) award a share of the interest of the

other spouse or former spouse in the property

appropriate to the contribution,
and the court shall determine and assess

the contribution . . . without regard to the

relationship of husband and wife or the fact

that the acts constituting the contribution are

those of a reasonable spouse of that sex in

the circumstances."

I hope it is this section, because the others

would not provide for it. I hope it is this

section which will ensure that in Ontario

under the legislation the famous Murdoch
case would not be repeated. I hope that

clause will give the protection that is required
for the dependent person in a marriage to

have access to a sharing of all the wealth, if

you like, Mr. Speaker, that is owned by the

family.

On the second point I wish to raise, the

whole controversy that has gone around the

question of conduct and whether or not, in

legislation of this kind, the conduct of the
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applicant for a benefit in a division of equity
should be considered. A previous bill, 140,
which was the forerunner of this legislation,

defined that in determining the amount of

support to be paid to one partner by a second,
the court should consider "any course of con-

duct by the applicant tending to repudiate
the relationship."

I feel, and my colleagues on the justice

committee felt, I think, and still feel, that

that clause is much too wide open to see a

repetition of the kinds of judgements that

have been made on the behaviour of the

dependant, who is usually the woman, in

terms of trying to decide how much that de-

pendant shall be allowed to benefit in the

division of the equity, the wealth of the

family.
I would like to read briefly from a submis-

sion on this point of conduct sent to the

justice committee, in earlier consideration of

earlier similar legislation. The provincial
council of women is not particularly noted
for being wild-eyed. It's a very responsible

group and I think its submission to the

justice committee was of high quality. This
is what it has to say on the question of con-
duct:

"Should fault matter in awarding support?
Last January, Judge Steinberg in Hamilton
told a panel on this subject which was co-

sponsored by the council that fault should be
retained, because if people didn't feel guilty
and hadn't even been found at fault by the

courts, they could never be made to meet
their existing support obligations.
"He failed to add that at least 70 per cent

of men owing support don't meet those obli-

gations anyway. Obviously court-decreed

guilt doesn't provide much in the way of

positive reinforcement. Various individuals,"

including the Attorney General himself, '%ave

argued that some behaviour is so gross that
if a court were required to overlook it, this

would instil a sense of gross injustice in

people. And yet neither the existing law nor
the proposed law talks about behaviour so

gross that it cries to heaven.

"Existing Jaws contain certain conduct con-

ventions—desertion and adultery, for example.
These acts are easily established. These acts

are also typical of behaviour during the

breakdown of a marriage relationship. They
are the outcome, the result of a problem.
Often they are the end result of years of

psychological warfare waged by the so-called

innocent party. It is widely accepted that
these conventions mock the concept of justice
and often discredit it.

"Similarly, the proposed law merely refers

to conduct tending to repudiate the relation-

ship. The proposed law does not speak of

gross conduct. It does not stipulate that this

conduct must have occurred during the time
the spouses lived together. Thus, a dependent
wife, the victim of, say, 15 years of psycho-
logical bullying by her husband, who leaves,

deserts, will probably still have no claim to

support. Yet, she worked within the partner-
ship for years and has never developed an
ability to support herself because of her work
within that partnership."

[8:45]

The council went on, Mr. Speaker: "If the

Act means gross behaviour it should say

gross behaviour; otherwise, you know as well

as we do that the judges in our courts-

judges are people and hence like most of us

creatures of habit—will continue to use the

same discredited case law derived from the

application of the principle of fault when
they are deciding support questions.

"In concluding our comments on fault we
must refer to the tragic effect which inter-

minable wrangles and artificial convictions

have on the children involved. Is it worth it,

simply to provide a rationale for collecting

support? It's hard to believe that a concerted
effort to establish a climate of toleration

would not do at least as well financially and
much better emotionally for all concerned."

Those were the comments of the provincial
council of women looking at the previous bill.

We're pleased to find in the new bill some

change on this subject. Bill 59 has a change
in the wording on the subject of conduct. In

section 18(5), it reads as follows: "The ob-

ligation to provide support exists without

regard to the conduct of the spouse requiring
the support, but the court may limit the

amount of support having regard to a course

of conduct that is an obvious and gross re-

pudiation of the relationship."

I would prefer to see all mention of con-

duct removed from the legislation. Obviously,
what we are dealing with in Bill 59 is a big

step forward from the previous bill. It's better

but it's not good enough. There is, for ex-

ample, no limitation on the time when this

gross and obvious conduct is judged relevant

to the alleged repudiation of the relationship.

One would think that the time should at least

be limited to the period of co-habitation.

I'd like to mention one final problem, and
to begin with I'll refer back to the quotation
I provided earlier, from the brief to the jus-

tice committee by the provincial council of

women.

Mr. Speaker: I must remind the hon. mem-
ber that that was in response to a previous
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piece of legislation that we're not dealing with

tonight.

Ms. Gigantes: Exactly. I wish to point out

that this is why I can support this bill—and

with these clauses in it—more easily than the

last bill. There has been improvement which
I'm pleased about.

The provincial council of women in the

earlier brief noted that 70 per cent of men
owing support don't meet their obligations.

For many men, the case is simply that they
can't meet their obligations. But there are

many who can and don't. Bill 59 provides for

garnishment of wages in such cases and

assigns priority to attachment of wages to

meet support orders over attachment of wages
for any other purpose.

Further, the sections 26 and 27 of the bill

provide that notwithstanding the Proceedings

against the Crown Act, employees of the On-
tario public service can also be subject to an
attachment of their wages. There is no such

protection provided for a dependent partner
whose spouse is a federal public servant; and
it's obviously outside the jurisdiction of the

government of Ontario to provide for change
in the privileged status of federal public serv-

ants or remove their haven of attachment-

free wages.
But—and this is a very important matter—

the Ontario government could bring enough
pressure on the federal government to amend
its own legislation on the question. I believe

the Attorney General of Ontario could win
the co-operation of the federal government
on this matter if he would, and I think he
should.

Particularly coming from the Ottawa-
Carleton area, I've run into a number of

women who, in spite of court orders for sup-

port from former husbands, do not have any
security of support or in some cases any sup-

port paid to them because of the legal inter-

diction against the attachment by the Crown
of wages of federal public servants.

The Attorney General told us in the spring,

when we were considering Bill 140, that he
would pursue the federal government for the

required reform on this point. I would like

the Attorney General to provide the members
of this Legislature with whatever correspond-
ence he has had on this question so that we
can know the degree of vigour with which
he's fulfilling his commitment to members of

the justice committee. Women in Ottawa are

waiting for this change.
Women in Ontario are waiting for the

family law reform contained in this bill. It's

a reform which is urgently needed and which
we must pass, with reforms, with all due,
deliberate and considered energy.

Ms. Bryden: Before I commence I would
like to take this opportunity to congratulate

you, Mr. Speaker, on your elevation to the

very high office which you now occupy. I

don't think a better choice could have been
made. We have admired your fairmindedness

as Deputy Speaker in the past, and we look

forward to many sessions under your fair-

minded tutelage.

Mr. Reid: Benevolence.

Ms. Bryden: This bill is somewhat unusual
in that it has a preamble. Preambles are not

very common in Canadian legislation. You
find them much more in American law. I'm
not sure whether I think we should be adopt-
ing Americanisms, certainly not just for the

sake of adopting them. We should look rather

at the purpose of a preamble. It seems to

me that it can be one of two things, either

a statement of motherhood or a statement of

philosophy. If it's the former, it is certainly
redundant. If it is the latter, it is liable to

provoke some disagreement among members
of the House who represent different philoso-

phies in their respective loyalties and their

respective beliefs.

It also is questionable as to what is the

role of a preamble before the courts. To what
extent should a judge take it into account in

interpreting any of the following sections?

I wonder about the motivation of the

government in putting in the preamble, be-

cause it deals with three points. First, it says
that "it is desirable to encourage and

strengthen the role of the family in society."
I think most of us would support that prin-

ciple but when we look at the details of the

legislation one wonders whether it really im-

plements that principle, because the thrust

of the legislation is not to strengthen the

family but to deal with the breakup of the

family and to envisage the breakup of the

family.
The fact that the legislation, in its latest

versions anyway, recognizes such a thing as

a cohabitation agreement in addition to a

marriage contract indicates that the legisla-

tion has a rather broad view of the family.
It probably is a recognition, though, of our

present society where there are a good many
common-law marriages and there are a good
many reasons why people enter into common-
law marriages and it probably is desirable to

recognize them in the legislation, but some

people may ask, "Is this encouraging the

family?"
The third thing in the legislation which

perhaps goes contrary to that premise is the

stress on the adversary system. There will be

a great deal of the settlements under the

legislation which must be effected through a
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court, and the stress on the adversary system
as opposed to attempts at reconciliation, at

pre-breakup counselling, and so forth. This

does leave one to wonder whether the legis-

lation really is designed to encourage and

strengthen the role of the family.
The second point in the preamble is a

statement of the equality of men and women
in marriage and to recognize marriage as a

partnership. I'm sure that all of us agree
with that statement but it has been enacted

already in previous legislation in this House
and I'm not sure whether it advances the con-

cept any further.

The third point in the preamble is recog-
nition that there should be an orderly process
of settling the affairs of the spouses when
there is a breakup. I think that is a gratuitous
statement. It leads one to feel that the

preamble is largely a window-dressing state-

ment which is not fully supported by the

actual implementing sections of the Act which
follow. It is, perhaps, a statement of the in-

tent of the Act in the three sections of the

preamble but, as with a lot of other legisla-

tion from this government, we find that the

intent is not always carried out by the details

when you look at them closely.

For instance, we are not satisfied that the

bill does achieve all the objectives and we
have pointed out some of the shortcomings of

it. We're pleased to see that some of our

objections have been met in the third version

which is now before us and some of the points
raised by people appearing at the public

hearings have also been met.

For example, we noticed that in consider-

ing the amount of support, losses of a pension
benefit have been taken into account. We
also noticed that the statement of how to

value the spouse's contribution in determin-

ing her share of a commercial asset has fol-

lowed the wording of section l(3)(c) of chap-
ter 41 of the 1975 Act which we had sug-

gested should be incorporated into the new
legislation because this wording, I think,

would prevent a Murdoch case decision and
I think it does provide that the spouse's con-

tribution as a spouse, regardless of her con-

tribution of work or money, is recognized in

the buildup of assets. So those two things
are valuable advances from one version to the

other.

However, our main criticisms of the bill's

deficiencies have not been met. For example,
the definition of assets is still much too nar-

row and does not really provide for equal
sharing of property. Most commercial assets

are excluded, except under very specialized
circumstances where the judge can take them

into account when a case comes before a

judge.
The family home, as my colleague has

pointed out, is not vested in the two spouses
but becomes a matter of deferred ownership
after the breakup of marriage even though
there is the right to occupy it during marriage.

[9:00]

There is the question of retaining the con-
sideration of conduct, although here, too, the

government has listened to some of the com-
plaints and has considerably modified the

wording so that the conduct that is to be con-
sidered is conduct that amounts to "an ob-
vious and gross repudiation of the relation-

ship."
While we have our reservations as to

whether even that should be included, I

would hope that the jurisprudence will show
that that section is very rarely used, if at all,

because I think that when it's a question of

maintenance, people enter marriage for better

or for worse and they are entided to main-
tenance if one has suffered a disadvantage
during the marriage.
We also think there is still too much dis-

cretion left to the courts in the law and that

there should be more outright rules about the

sharing of assets so that fewer cases will have
to go to the courts. There will thus be less of

a bonanza for the lawyers. There will also be
less call on the legal aid fund. Overall, there

will be less of this adversary relationship and
the dragging into court of all sorts of family

matters, which can do very little except
exacerbate the bad relations that have led to

the breakup and which can have profound
effects on the children as well.

Another defect in the legislation, I think,

is the extending of the recognition of a
common-law marriage from two years to five

years. This seems rather too long. If we are

going to recognize common-law marriages, I

think a shorter period would be desirable.

Under the Workmen's Compensation Act, a

common-law marriage that has been in effect

for two years is recognized for the purpose
of benefits. I would ask the minister if he
would answer whether or not that particular

right under the Workmen's Compensation Act

to receive compensation benefits would be
affected by the definition of a common-law
marriage under this Act.

Despite these defects, we have decided to

support this bill on second reading because
we feel it is high time to start clearing away
the cobwebs and archaisms in our family law

legislation. In fact, Ontario is now behind
other provinces in this process, as it is in a
lot of other social legislation. Manitoba has a

much better Act on the statute books already



906 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

and I doubt very much if the new govern-
ment there will have the courage to pro-
voke the wrath of most women and a great

many men in the province and repeal the bill

or water it down.

This government has been dabbling in this

field since the spring of 1975, when it brought
in a very simple bill declaring that married

men and women were equal before the law,
but that didn't go very far to remove all the

cobwebs and the archaisms in our family law.

Since then the government has produced
three versions of this bill, held a few public

hearings on the first version, and then scuttled

version three by calling an unnecessary elec-

tion which made very little change in the

composition of the House.

Mr. Martel: A $6 million roll or a $3 mil-

lion roll, I'm not sure which.

Ms. Bryden: Right, it cost the taxpayers

probably $30 million and simply delays for

another year the adoption of any family law
reform. We think the government should

bear the blame for the delay in this legisla-

tion and we regret that the women and men
of Ontario have had to wait so long for some
modernizing of family law.

It may be that the legislative logjam which
the government has created by its unneces-

sary election will delay further consideration

of this bill before the end of the fall session.

We hope that will not be the case and that

the bill will be given the kind of priority it

deserves. We hope and pray that it will not
be allowed to die again on the order paper.
Unlike cats, legislation should not have nine

lives, and this legislation has already died
twice.

Despite its shortcomings, we intend to

support it. I think there are three reasons

why I feel I want to support it. One is the

inclusion of section 65, which re-enacts the
statement in the 1975 legislation about the

equality of married men and women and their

independence before the law, and the fact

that they have all the rights of an unmarried

person. While this is a re-enactment, I think

it is worth restating and I think it may have
effects far beyond the field of marriage break-

up. I think it may have an effect on the whole
attitude of men and women towards each
other and towards the question of equality of

the sexes.

A second reason for supporting it is the

wording in section 7, which I have mentioned,
which recognizes the contribution of the

spouse who stays in the home and contributes

to the child-rearing responsibilities while her

spouse may be developing commercial assets.

The third reason for supporting it is the

sweeping away of all the archaic family law

which my colleague from Lakeshore men-
tioned and the bringing up to date of some
of our ancient statutes. In many cases these

changes should have been made long ago.

Only a moribund government would have

left the cobwebs around so long.

For these reasons we are prepared to sup-

port this first tentative step in family law

reform. We hope it will not be the last and
that we won't have to wait another 34 years
for some more steps.

At the same time I want to indicate to the

government that we do not think this is the

be-all and end-all of family law reform. We
think the government must undertake much
more positive steps in addition to this law to

strengthen the role of the family in our On-
tario society. It must do this by action in

such areas as the provision of affordable

housing, helping parents with handicapped
children to cover the extra costs that they

incur, and seeing that things like family

counselling are adequately funded instead of

being the first areas subject to the savage
cutbacks of the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough).
Day care is another area where they must

advance, rather than follow the trend, which
is to eliminate practically any new day-care

development this year.
In addition, we want to see much more

action from the government in reducing the

dependency of women so that it will not be as

necessary to require spouses to provide finan-

cial support for each other. The federal Law
Reform Commission, in its booklet on main-

tenance on divorce, said:

"What the law should not do is perpetuate
or sanction the idea that marriage itself is an

arrangement provided by society as an alter-

native to full participation by women in all

levels of the economy or to retain female

dependency roles that furnish a convenient
rationalization for denying women an equal

opportunity to do so."

We must have more vigorous action to put
women on an equal basis with men in job

opportunities, in education, in retraining. We
must have action to raise women's earnings

by application of the principle of equal pay
for work of equal value. In addition, we must
see that whichever spouse takes on the re-

sponsibilities of child-rearing is given the

opportunity of part-time work and of retrain-

ing when they re-enter the labour force.

It should of course provide for the provi-
sion of adequate daycare. In fact, there is a

danger that this bill may lead women to be-

lieve that the only way they can escape from

dependency is to arrange for a marriage



OCTOBER 18, 1977 'JOT

breakup and hope that a judge will give them
an adequate allowance to ensure their inde-

pendence. Of course, that is not a solution

that we are recommending.
The elimination of dependency will also

depend on a change in society's attitudes to-

wards the responsibility of child-rearing. Both

spouses must accept equal responsibility for

it, and if they prefer to have one specialize
in the discharge of this responsibility, there

must be arrangements under the law which
will adequately recognize the value of that

contribution to society, and will ensure that

whichever spouse takes on the work of child-

rearing is not at a disadvantage with the other
in regard to either remuneration or career

opportunities.
I hope the government will consider these

additional positive steps that it must take in

this field of encouraging and strengthening
the family, removing the disabilities which
women suffer under the law and eliminating
the barriers to full participation in society by
women, which have resulted from the posi-
tion of dependency for many of them.

It is only a step along the road, but as we
all know the saying goes, "Every journey
starts with the first step.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, I don't in-

tend to speak at length on this matter at this

time. I think that full debate will come in the
committee and that that is where it appro-
priately should occur.

I would like to say a word or two on the
matter of conduct because it has been some-
thing which has been disturbing to me for a

long time. I suppose in part one finds it diffi-

cult to dissociate oneself from that which has
been taking place in our courts and in our
statute law over the long years, where with-
out question the matter of conduct was re-

lated in precise terms to the conduct of the
female in the marriage situation.

When you approach the matter of con-
duct in this particular bill you tend to relate
it to the past experience. I think this is quite
appropriate for all of us who have been very
much opposed to the specifics in the Deserted
Wives' and Children's Maintenance Act and
other pieces of legislation which allow a

judge no real opportunity to look at the facts

of a case if one finds, for example, a wife
has been proven guilty of adultery.

So that in looking at this particular situa-

tion, I suppose that the first view one has of

it with that experience is that when conduct
is raised in this bill in any form, it is apt to

relate unfairly to the female portion of the

marriage.

[9:15]

However, I had the opportunity some
months ago to speak at OISE on the matter
of battered wives. I may say that those with
whom I spoke who had been battered would
not wish to be in a position where they might
at any time have an order made against them
for the support of a battering husband. I think

we have to get this into that kind of per-

spective. I would hope that there would be

very full discussion of the matter of conduct
when it goes to the committee.

As for the other matters, there are two of

them which have disturbed me throughout I

certainly am concerned about sections 16 and
17 of the bill. I would like to urge when it

goes to committee that we might look very

seriously at those two sections because I

wasn't present for all of the deliberations and
I am wondering if perhaps those two sections

were somewhat lost in the general concerns
of the marriage, the marriage breakdown and

support and these sorts of things.
I am aware that it seems to be, if I may

make an inference legally or otherwise, a
matter of the philosophy of the ministry that

if parents haven't established a relationship
with their child whereby at the age of 16 the

child wishes to leave home, there is very little

that anyone can do about it. There are cer-

tainly those children who ought to leave home
because of the damaging effects of the home.
I do have a very real concern about this pro-
vision because so often one sees a child at

the age of 16 making all sorts of determina-

tions which, had there been an opportunity
for the child to remain longer at home, there

might indeed have been a different result in

the manner of the life of that child.

I feel that in some ways in subsection (b)
there is almost an encouragement to every-

body to ensure that the child does not remain.

I wonder if (b) couldn't be strengthened at

least to consider the fact that the child is

unable by reason of illness or disability or—

something to this effect— is at the point in time

in an educational institution, something which

was brought in by way of an amendment a

few years ago, because when one says unable

to withdraw then one does sort of infer that

the cause must be something in the nature of

a disability of one kind or another.

I do feel that we should make it clear. We
must remember that in these cases so often

there is a family breakdown and almost any
kind of excuse is given in order to evade

responsibilities for maintenance of a child

beyond the age of 16. I would like to have

greater protection built into that section if, in

fact, the committee is of the opinion that that

is appropriate—certainly being in the charge
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of a parent, but unable by reason of illness

or disability, fine.

The other clause I think ought to be clari-

fied at least with reference to education and
educational opportunities for the child. I

would like to say that this is strengthened. I

don't know the interpretations at present, but

of course in the legislation with which I was
most familiar it was in precise terms and it

certainly made it a lot easier to try to en-

force orders, for example, for the protection
and maintenance of a child.

I also feel that when it comes to a matter

of conduct we ought at least to be very care-

ful that we have very strong provisions under
section 17 on the obligation of the child,

because certainly I have had representations
made to me by young people in our com-

munity and they feel very strongly that,

having in mind the conduct of the parent in

this particular case, they would leave the

country before they would undertake any sort

of support.
I know that this matter will be going to the

committee. I don't know whether my remarks
would be helpful to the committee but I give
them for what they are worth and trust that

at least the committee will give due con-

sideration to those two sections and not per-

haps spend all of its time on the other

sections which have been debated at length
in the past.

Mr. Bounsall: Mr. Speaker, in the debate

on this family law reform bill's predecessor,
Bill 140, on November 18 last year, I ex-

pressed my severe disappointment with the

approach taken in the family property section

of the bill, and outlined my objections and

my position carefully as to what I would like

to see—indeed, felt very strongly should be-
in any family law reform bill in the province
of Ontario.

I concluded my remarks in that debate by
saying, and I quote, "I don't really see this

bill, therefore, as much of a step forward at

all. The bill is such that I will not vote

against it now. I would hope we would have

many amendments in committee. There will

be many points that need to be discussed

fully in committee and I look forward to that.

But I really feel that I could not support the

bill on third reading if some really significant,
basic changes don't take place in the family
property section at the committee stage."
The previous bill has gone through exten-

sive committee hearings and there have been
virtually no basic, significant changes in the

family property section. I therefore, cannot
vote to support this bill in this form and feel

that there is no way that this bill can be

amended to reverse the attitude that one sees

expressed in the family property section.

I still support, in full, the approach taken

by the Ontario Law Reform Commission in

which all assets acquired since marriage are

divided equally, including the appreciation on

all assets owned singly and separately before

marriage and the appreciation on things such

as gifts, inheritances and damage awards.

Those last three, in my opinion, are the only

items attained since marriage that seem
reasonable to exclude from the capital split.

But again, the appreciation on those three

items certainly should be included in the

split.

Anything short of this, in my opinion, does

not recognize that marriage is an equal part-

nership. The provisions of this bill, with its

very narrow definition of assets and with all

divisions in any dispute left to judicial dis-

cretion, do not in any way guarantee that

equality in marriage, and therefore that mar-

riage is an equal partnership, is recognized.
A bill like this is extremely long overdue

and, when finally passed, it is not one which
we will see back for amendment in the very
near future in terms of its basic approach,

certainly in the family property section. In

this bill we are setting down a system that is

going to operate in this province for quite
some time. It is at this point in this bill's life

that we should write our philosophy of mar-

riage, and what happens when that marriage
breaks up, in a clear and succinct manner and
in a way that's going to last for a consider-

able time in the province of Ontario.

I don't think we will see amendments to

this Act in a basic form. There may be some

twiddling with the figures at the edges, but

nothing basic for many years. The only thing

that would militate against that, of course,

would be the government's changing; and

let's hope that will happen so we can get at

this bill before many years pass.

I don't think the family property section

can be amended either. I feel I must vote

against this on second reading because I do

not feel the basic approach now embodied in

this bill can be amended in committee. What
we have in the family property section of this

bill is a blend of deferred community of

property with judicial discretion, large

amounts of judicial discretion—in fact, judicial

discretion coming in at every turn of the road

—in virtually every clause as you go through
this division. As well, assets are very narrowly
defined.

Faced with the same situation as we have

here in Ontario, the province of Manitoba

has taken the right approach, in my opinion.

The province of Manitoba has a system of
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deferred community of property for all the

commercial assets.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Manitoba should have

known; they thought of the approach.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Do you think that new
government-

Mr. Bounsall: No, it's in.

Hon. B. Stephenson: You don't suppose it

had something to do with the election results?

Mr. Bounsall: No, not at all.

Mr. McClellan: Do you think he is going to

abolish that?

Mr. Bounsall: This is one that won't

change. This is one bill—I will stay on the

principle of the bill, but let me make a slight

detour with respect to what I was going to

say. This is one bill for which there is no

party philosophy. I don't think any party

philosophy comes into one's approach to what
one feels should be the equal division of

marriage property upon the dissolution of

that marriage. I don't think there is a Con-
servative approach, a Socialist approach and
so on. I think it's very much a matter of how
each person sees equality in our society; and
I'm willing to admit that no one party has a

corner on the market on what one thinks of

equality. The only thing which comes into

this bill—and it's rather ironical and it

doesn't really touch the bill, is the fact that

I as a socialist find myself getting on my
feet and talking about—

[9:30]

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You are admitting it.

Mr. Bounsall: —a division of property when
I don't believe in private ownership of prop-
erty in the first place.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Arrest that man.

Mr. McClellan: Go back to sleep.

Mr. Bounsall: Having had to accept some
private ownership of property in the first

place rather than an Israeli-style kibbutz

system across Canada, one then is confronted
with looking at how one should equitably
and equally divide that property.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You are asking all

sorts of people to taint themselves.

Mr. Bounsall: To taint themselves?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yes, if you believe
in non-ownership of property.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The
member for Windsor-Sandwich has the floor.

Mr. Bounsall: I'll be interested in talking
to the Attorney General in committee in this

regard when that committee reconvenes.
With the Manitoba approach of saying the

non-cdtomercial assets will be divided, but

we will defer that until the marriage break-

down—deferred community of property—but

everything else being a shared community of

property during marriage—that is the matri-

monial home, the furniture, the family car et

cetera and virtually all of the non-commercial

aspects—they have arrived at a position which
I feel is consistent with the recommendations

given to us by the Ontario Law Reform Com-
mission and one which I could certainly

support.

But we have in this bill the opposite of

that. It's interesting that we take the matri-
monial home and the other things associated

with the matrimonial home and say they will

defer those and share upon the dissolution,
but it's a deferred one. Although it's interest-

ing because of the way in which you have
to give your permission for sale, et cetera,

you inevitably arrive at the same conclusion,
I would think, which is that you cannot sell

without permission, meaning that in fact you
are anticipating doing some sharing in the

decision-making even while the marriage is

in effect.

It would have been much neater and
cleaner to say simply that all the non-com-
mercial assets are shared during that marriage.
This bill takes a completely roundabout way
of arriving at roughly that same point. The
attitude expressed and the way one arrives at

that position not only is circuitous but is in

fact the wrong attitude to take. All the non-
commercial assets should be shared com-

munally during marriage and all the com-
mercial assets be a deferred community of

property system for the division, which is the

exact opposite of what's in the bill.

Therefore, I cannot see how we can in this

bill in committee basically reverse the clauses

of the bill. I've taken advice on this, and
understand and have been told that it would
be a complete reversal of the principles here

embodied. Not that that might not be tried

by someone. I don't know; but it's too basic

a reversal in principle for anything to be

achieved by amendment in committee, no
amendments of this nature having been

pressed upon, or accepted at least, by the

Attorney General as a result of the lengthy
committee hearings of last winter and spring.

In addition, according to what we have in

the bill, I frankly object to and do not trust

judges' decisions in any property decisions

involving women.

Mr. Roy: There we go, what are we going
to replace them with?

Mr. Bounsall: If, for example, at this time

half of our judges were women and all of
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those judges were children of the 1950s rather

than the situation we have, I might not feel

the way I do. But the decisions that judges

have made in the past where it comes to a

division of property between men and women,
the man and the wife, in the event of a

marriage dissolution—

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Interpreting the law.

Mr. Bounsall: —give me absolutely no

confidence that the judges of today should

be the group of people to which judicial dis-

cretion in this regard can be entrusted. We
may get there but it's going to take a long,

long time.

I don't mind preambles to bills in the

Legislature. I think they're kind of fun be-

cause one can use them in estimates to twit

the ministers about because the bills them-

selves do not live up to the preambles. There
are very few that have them. The Labour
Relations Act has one which directs the

minister to help organize unions across this

province, in essence. Of course, the other

clauses within the Labour Relations Act en-

sure that this does not happen, in essence.

Here, we have a preamble to this Act. I

think that "whereas" one and three are quite

acceptable, and "whereas" number two is

quite laudatory. I will read that "whereas":

"And whereas for that purpose it is necessary
to recognize the equal position of spouses as

individuals within marriage and to recognize

marriage as a form of partnership". It is

negated by the bill itself. The bill itself

negates that second "whereas" without ques-

tion, because marriage is not going to be an

equal partnership as it's implied by this

second "whereas."

There are other things about the bill that

concern me a bit. The conduct section in

section 18(5) simply is unacceptable as it

stands but would be acceptable if it con-

cluded after the first comma so that the

section read: "The obligation to provide sup-

port exists without regard to the conduct of

the spouse requiring the support." If it stop-

ped there it would be acceptable. The way it

goes on to talk about gross repudiation of the

relationship, and conduct and so forth, simply
is unacceptable. Again, we're leaving trem-

endous discretion to a set of judges who, in

the majority, I do not trust to interpret this

in any reasonable way.

iMr. McClellan: He's starting to convince

me.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It's an irrational at-

tack on the judiciary.

Mr. Bounsall: No. The Attorney General

says it's an irrational attack. No. All one has

to do is look at their decisions in measures

regarding family property and how they're

likely to interpret conduct, particularly as it

relates to a woman. I challenge the Attorney
General to come forward with the decisions

that would ease my suspicions, which are cer-

tainly there.

Certainly, the Ontario Law Reform Com-
mission approach would simply use the serv-

ices of accountants in a neat, clean, imper-
sonal and very understandable way, of

course. The Law Reform Commission method,
with the use of accountants to determine the

split, is one which anyone can follow. If one

can add, subtract and divide by two, anyone
can follow what has been done in arriving at

the split so arrived at.

Perhaps some members of this House
would have problems with that. I would hope
not. The suspicions which I have heard voiced

would lead me to think they think there's an

exponential term or something involved in

adding, subtracting and dividing by two but—

Mr. Lawlor: Damn scientists.

Mr. Bounsall: But if they ever need any

help, I'm available at all hours on dividing

by two.

Mr. Breithaupt: Or even multiplying.

Mr. Bounsall: No, we don't need to multi-

ply, that's the interesting point. You never

need to multiply in this bill, in this method
of accounting. At least, if you need to multi-

ply you can get around it by simply adding.

Mr. Lawlor: You can always do that.

Mr. Bounsall: So there's nothing compli-
cated about the other approach. There is

nothing lengthy about the other approach.

Certainly, there's nothing as complicated as

trying to follow the convoluted arguments

presented before the judiciary—and I don't

envy the judiciary in this position, in having
to involve themselves in legislation of this

type. I may not trust them on the one hand,
but on the other hand I don't envy them their

job either, because this legislation is not

clear enough. It gives them far too much dis-

cretion and not nearly enough direction,

whereas of course under the Ontario Law
Reform Commission approach I would remove

them from the—

Mr. Lawlor: Do you think they can add?

Mr. Bounsall: I have been asked if I think

the judges can add. I would say yes, except
I have heard from lawyers, who tend to be

the people who become judges, that they

have problems adding. So in response to that

question, I can only consult with lawyers.

Section 7 again is believed to be the one

that takes care of the Murdoch case in the

minds of the people who try to find a way to

supporting this very bad piece of legation.
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But here again I think it's a hope, because
here in this section it's the judiciary which
will be determining the money's worth of the
work contributed to the marriage by the wife

—judiciary discretion again. I really don't

think, again for all the reasons I have men-
tioned, that that kind of discretion should be
left in the hands of the judges which we have
in Ontario today.

Mr. Breithaupt: Who would you give it to?

Mr. Bounsall: You obviously don't know—I

say this in no critical way—that the Ontario
Law Reform Commission has said quite

simply it's an accountant who simply adds up
all those things which are to be divided

equally and presents it.

Mr. Breithaupt: That seems more sterile

than—

Mr. Bounsall: Yes and that's one of the ad-

vantages of doing it. It is one of the advan-

tages of doing it because it is quite imper-
sonal. Among the things, as any member is

aware, involved in breakups are some tre-

mendously damaging emotional scenes, in-

cluding the whole appearance before the
courts and so on, which I think would be
best avoided.

Mr. Breithaupt: I have a fear for a law
that's quite invincible.

Mr. Bounsall: And of course once it's as

clearly cut and dried as that, it's like study-
ing Latin. You know where you are when
you go into a marriage and you know where
you are throughout it and know what's going
to happen should you get out of it. That's the
kind of well-defined situation that we should
be having in Ontario with respect to the legal
state of getting married and getting divorced.

All of those persons who have contacted
me over the years—mainly women I will ad-
mit—about their property and asset division

problems which arise upon the dissolution of
the marriage, when they see and hear in the
media that a bill is coming up again reform-

ing family law phone me again with some
enthusiasm. I find myself in a position of say-
ing to them: "This bill is a step forward only
if you get a very good, committed lawyer and
have the very good luck to come before an
enlightened judge," a combination that is not

likely to arise too often.

I must vote against this bill because it does
not establish a deferred community of prop-
erty for commercial assets. It does not estab-
lish a shared community of property during
marriage for all the non-commercial assets,
such as the matrimonial home, furniture or

family car, et cetera. Therefore it does not

equally share the property and therefore it

does not recognize that marriage is an equal

partnership with the home-residing spouse
still getting the shaft under this legislation.

[9:45]

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I will attempt to be

relatively brief in view of the fact that this

matter is going to the standing committee
where there will be very full debate. I cer-

tainly welcome the continued full debate on
this very important piece of legislation,

although I must say I am heartened by the

suggestion, even though I appreciate it was
put forward by the member for Lakeshore as
;i possibility only, that this legislation could
be dealt with by the committee and reported
back to the House before the end of the

year; because even those who are somewhat
less than totally enthusiastic in their support
of the legislation appreciate, or do indicate,
that it's a valuable step forward, and I think
would concede that it's in the public interest

to make this legislation into law. We happen
to think it is good legislation, and even those
who have criticized it at least seem to share
the view that it is an important step forward.

I would like to thank the Justice critics of

the two parties opposite for their valuable
contribution during the past year in the on-

going debate in relation to this legislation and
the members of the justice committee for the

efforts they have expended in improving the

legislation with respect to the principles that

were accepted on second reading when it

was first debated in the House. I am grateful
for the interest that has been demonstrated by
all of the members who participated in the

debate on second reading with respect to the

earlier bill and again with respect to this

legislation. In view of the fact that it is going
to standing committee, I don't intend to

attempt to respond to all of the speakers, as

I don't think it would serve a useful purpose.
I would like to thank the member for Ot-

tawa East for his support in relation to the

family assets approach and for his recognition
of the wisdom of enshrining in the legislation
the wide judicial discretion. Obviously, this

view is not shared by the last speaker who
feels somewhat uncomfortable with wide

judicial discretion. But I think we have to

recognize that a rigid system and rigid guide-
lines can likely cause more injustice than pro-

viding the courts with the tools to arrive at

the most just result in any particular case.

In so far as the family assets are concerned,
it has been the view, not only of the govern-
ment but the view of many thousands of

people about the province who responded to

the Ontario Law Reform Commissions report
in relation to the deferred community prop-

erty proposals, that this would build in a
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rigidity that just was not in the public interest.

It wasn't just a matter of equipping people
with an adequate lawyer, but obviously to

resolve this would require very expert legal

assistance, as well as accounting assistance

and could cause a very serious dislocation

with respect to ongoing businesses that would
not be in the long-term interest of dependants
who would be looking for support through
these assets.

I think what we have accomplished by
section 4 and section 7 of the Act is very
broad judicial discretion, which in effect

allows the court to attach any assets what-
soever in order to arrive at a just result. With
this approach, combining as it does the best

of what we have been able to find with

respect to presumption of property sharing on
the one hand and wide judicial discretion on
the other hand, I am confident that the judi-

ciary in this province is committed to arriv-

ing at a just result in each and every case.

I must admit I regard the comments as

nothing short of ludicrous in the statement

suggesting that male judges should not be
trusted to deal with property matters in so

far as they affect the women of the province.
To hear such a ludicrous statement coming
from a member of this Legislature, in my
view-

Mr. McClellan: Look at the record.

Mr. Bounsall: Show me the record.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —I can only regard
it as distressing. I think that's putting the

kindest character to it.

The matter of conduct is a matter that has

caused us all some concern and I think it

may be of interest, particularly as the mem-
ber for Carleton East (Ms. Gigantes) has

expressed concern in relation to this legisla-

tion and some other legislation regarding how
the term "gross and obvious conduct" is de-

fined.

This definition, this phrase is taken from

English legislation. I think it might be of

assistance to that member, as well as members
of the Legislature generally, if I were to

refer very briefly to a leading decision from
the British courts, namely the decision of

Lord Justice Denning in the case of Wechtel
versus Wechtel, which as I stated is one of

the leading English cases dealing with this

issue. I quote as follows:

"There will be no doubt a residue of cases

where the conduct of one of the parties is, in

the judge's words, 'both obvious and gross/
so much so that to order one party to support
another whose conduct falls into this category
is repugnant to anyone's sense of justice. In
such a case the court remains free to decline

to afford financial support or to reduce the

support where it would otherwise have

ordered. But short of cases falling into this

category, the court should not reduce its

order for financial provision merely because

of what was formerly regarded as guilt or

blame."
In another case of Harnett and Harnett,

Lord Justice Denning has this to say about

the same legislated phrase. I quote: "It will

not be just to have regard to conduct unless

there is a very substantial display between the

parties on that score."

Further on, Lord Justice Denning states:

"In my view, to satisfy the test, the conduct

must be obvious and gross in the sense that

the party concerned must be plainly seen to

have wilfully persisted in conduct or a course

of conduct calculated to destroy the marriage
in circumstances in which the other party is

substantially blameless. I think that there

will be very few cases in which these condi-

tions will be satisfied."

There is a decision of the English Court of

Appeal in relation to this phrase that we have

incorporated which undoubtedly will be of

great guidance and assistance to our own
courts.

The member for Carleton East also di-

rected a question to me in relation to what

progress we had made with respect to sup-

port orders in relation to the federal civil

service. We have been advised by the federal

government that they have supported the

right to garnishee federal civil servants in

principle. We are waiting to see some action

in that regard, and we will continue to press

them.

There was some reference made to the ad-

versary nature of the legislation. I would only

like to inform the member for Beaches-Wood-
bine (Ms. Bryden), who raised this issue,

that we have conciliation projects that are in

place in various parts of the province. In our

view, the proposed legislation leaves the field

wide open to plug in as many family support
services as any community may wish. Of

course, I would remind the members of the

Legislature that the parties at all times are

free to settle their disputes by a simple agree-

ment. At the same time, for those who are

unable to resolve their differences outside of

the courtroom structure, even with the as-

sistance of conciliators, I think it is essential

that the fundamental right of the citizen to

his or her day in court be preserved; hope-

fully, that will be the appropriate and de-

sired course of action in only a very small

percentage of cases.

The member for St. George (Mrs. Camp-
bell) raised some issues in relation to support
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of children. I would simply state that that

wording was taken directly from the federal

Divorce Act in order to maintain some degree
of uniformity between the two pieces of legis-

lation in relation to marriage breakup and, of

course, the federal legislation is relevant to

the dissolution of marriage. We are not

wedded to the wording. I sympathize with

the concerns expressed by the member for St.

George and will welcome further discussion

in this respect in committee.

There are a number of other issues that I

don't wish to deal with now because of the

hour and in view of the fact that we will have
an opportunity to pursue these matters in

detail before the standing committee. I look

forward to pursuing these matters in the

interest of the best possible legislation, which
I hope will be passed as soon as possible.

Mr. Speaker: The motion is for second

reading of Bill 59.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing committee.

House in committee.

SUCCESSION LAW REFORM ACT
House in committee on Bill 60, An Act to

reform the Law respecting Succession to the

Estates of Deceased Persons.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any com-
ments, questions or amendments to this bill?

The hon. member for Lakeshore. Which
section?

Mr. Lawlor: About 35, I would guess.

'Mr. Deputy Chairman: Section 35?

Mr. Lawlor: No, my dear fellow; there are

about 35 comments, so far as I am concerned.
The first comment, remarkably, has to do
with section 1.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: You may proceed.

Mr. Lawlor: I find that startling. Don't

you?

On section 1:

Mr. Lawlor: Regarding subsection 3 of

section 1, the Canadian Bar Association

people recommended that there be some addi-

tions made to that section.

Subsection 2 applies in respect to wills

made on or after September 1. You have

changed the date, I guess.

By the way, Mr. Chairman, I want you to

know we have been recently delivered the

bill. I am going to continue to work from
the one on which I worked so very hard,
rather than transfer all those changes to a
new sheet of paper. So I may be on the wrong
section all night.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's 85, is it

[10:00]

Mr. Lawlor: But whatever that section says
in the new bill, they added "except in respect
of a will made before that date." Why did

you not include their recommendation?

Hon. Mr. Welch: We did.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: We did.

Mr. Lawlor: No, you haven't. Subsection 2

says, "applies in respect of wills made on or

after the 31st day." They go on and deliber-

ately and expressly exclude wills made before
the date involved in this—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That's what subsec-

tion 3 states. You are on Bill 60?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Look at subsection 3.

Mr. Breithaupt: It seems an awfully easy

way to get out of it.

Mr. Lawlor: I'm on Bill 60. You forced me
to look at the darn thing.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Subsection 1, sub-

section 3?

Mr. Lawlor: Subsection 3, yes. You know
the bar comments.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Totally familiar,

totally; absolutely.

Mr. Lawlor: I don't care whether you do
it absolutely or positively or hypothetically
or categorically or any other damn way;
what is the answer?

Mr. Breithaupt: Explain why you have

done it.

Mr. Roy: If I may ask a question on

that, I thought the question from my col-

league from Lakeshore was, why does it not

apply to wills made before the 31st? As I

read it, it doesn't apply—

Mr. Breithaupt: It says "hence," six

months from now.

Mr. Roy: Well, as I read it "in respect of

wills made on or after the 31st," how does

that apply before?

Hon. Mr McMurtry: It doesn't.

Mr. Roy: It doesn't? Well, that's what he

wants.

Mr. Lawlor: I think it's a small point. It's

not something that I'll go to the barricades

over, but it's there, they have recommended
it. They are not dunces. I think I know what

the answer is; I want to know if he does.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: We incorporated it.

They didn't want it to apply to wills made
before March 31, 1978.

Mr. Breithaupt: Or even on proclamation
of this.
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Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That's right; and we
incorporated their wishes.

Mr. Lawlor: I am not going to labour the

point, Mr. Chairman. It's not what they
wanted. Whatever the date was on which
this piece of legislation affecting wills be-

comes effective, they wanted to clearly and

explicitly say that wills made before that

date were not brought within the ambit of

the legislation. They wanted both the posi-
tive and the negative expressed in the legis-

lation. You've expressed the positive and you
put in the negative; all right, leave it at that;

I think the professionals understand anyhow.
Mr. Breithaupt: I would hope so.

Section 1 agreed to.

Sections 2 to 5, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 6:

Mr. Lawlor: It will be agreed that holo-

graph wills are an anomaly, to say the least

of the problem. A holograph will is one
written out by hand in full and it needs the

signature of the person who wrote this thing
out in longhand and that's about it. Lawyers
are really suspicious of these wills. I suppose
my question has to do with why the breach
with the past approach and the whole purpose
of large sections of this legislation, setting up
the formalities which will constitute a valid

will, and opening of the door to holograph
wills.

My second question deals with those will

forms that people buy from stationers, et

cetera. They are partially printed. But just

where they begin to get interesting, you
write or type. If a person bought one of those

wills and filled it out in long hand, filling it

out in long hand would very much exceed the

printed form; could that conceivably be con-

sidered a holograph will?

Mr. Breithaupt: No.

Mr. Roy: Not according to this.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It says, "wholly by
his own hand."

Section 6 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Any further com-
ments on this bill?

Mr. Lawlor: Yes, there are some more,
bear with me for a moment. Section 12 is my
next area.

Sections 7 to 11, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 12.

Mr. Lawlor: Another point of clarification

is required on section 12, subsection 3. The
wording there has to do with undue influence,
but you say "nor the spouse exercise any im-

proper or undue influence upon the testator."

Why have you inserted the word "improper"?

Isn't just "undue influence" enough? What do

you mean by "improper?" Tell us—we don't

know.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He's more worried

about impropriety than propriety.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: That's a word that has

been defined, Mr. Chairman, by many legal

decisions in the past. I don't have a legal

dictionary with me at the moment, so I don't

intend to guess at the precise legal definitions

which are many and which are recorded. I

certainly know that with the learned member
for Lakeshore's extensive grounding in the

words of the law, he has more than a passing

acquaintance with the meaning of that word,
not only in English but I suspect also in

Latin.

iMr. Lawlor: No malarkey. I don't know
what it means and neither do you.

Sections 12 to 16, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 17:

Mr. Lawlor: I'm lucky the two bills are

pretty parallel. Take a look at 17(2). It has

to do with divorce proceedings, and the

bottom line says "except where concrete in-

tention appears by the will, whereafter the

testator makes a will, his marriage is termi-

nated by a judgement absolute of divorce or

is declared a nullity," and then it goes on,

"the devise or the appointment of his former

spouse as executor, the conferring of a gen-
eral special power of appointment are revoked

and the will should be construed as if the

former spouse had predeceased the testator."

What provision is made in that? Where do

we look to elsewhere in the legislation if

there are children in these contingencies?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: It doesn't have any
effect on the rights of the children, Mr.

Chairman, because the children are obviously
not dealt out by this section.

Mr. Lawlor: That's what the Attorney Gen-
eral says; I suppose it's a straight question of

disagreement. If he says that's what he thinks

it says, so be it. But on the other hand, I

think no provision is made for the children. I

would like to know—on the position of the

former spouse having predeceased—what ar-

rangements are made under these particular

circumstances for such children. I suppose the

only thing one can say in this context is that,

again, it will have to be construed by the

courts—I don't know.

Mr. Breithaupt: Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I

can give some assistance to the member for

Lakeshore. It would appear to me that the

section deals particularly with the mechanics
of the operation of the will with respect to

either executorship or with respect to certain
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bequests which might go to a former spouse.

Surely the section only deals then with the

removal of those particular operative parts

and would otherwise leave a valid will, per-

haps a will that would have to have an ad-

ministration and perhaps a will that would
deal with other residual problems, but surely

still a valid will that would deal with the

ordinary wishes of the testator, save and

except with respect to the former spouse. Is

that not the correct view?

Hon. Mr. MdMurtry: Yes, that is my under-

standing. This section 17(2) specifically im-

plements a recent recommendation of the

Ontario Law Reform Commission.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any further com-
ments on section 17?

Mr. Lawlor: Do you think that's ex

cathedra? Am I supposed to keep quiet,

having heard that ominous announcement?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I just thought it

might be of assistance.

Mr. Lawlor: Really.

Sections 17 to 28 inclusive agreed to.

On section 29:

'Mr. Lawlor: The section says: "Except
when there is devised to a trustee expressly
or by implication an estate for a definite term
of years absolute or determinable or an estate

of freehold, a device of real property to a

trustee or executor the fee simple ..."
My problem is in wording there. In other

words, does the Attorney General feel that

it's clear enough? You've got a whole range
of various types of estates passing by way of
devise and one of them is an estate of free-

hold. Obviously, an estate of freehold would
pass the fee simple. But from the way you've
got it worded—true, you go on and say, "or
the whole of any other estate or interest"
if it happens to be something short of fee

simple estate, then that's what passes. I think
it's all badly worded. Do you agree with me?
Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I must confess I've

always been very impressed by the drafting
ability of our legislative counsel, Mr. Stone.
In the event of a disagreement, I'm normally
very influenced by his recommendations. I

would say that in this particular case I am
satisfied. As a matter of fact, I am also ad-
vised that—

Mr. Foulds: I'll bet you haven't read it

before tonight.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: —this is a uniform

section, again recommended by the Law
Reform Commission. I am advised that it

overcomes a common-law rule, whereby the
executor would take only a limited interest,

and a freehold in the context could be a life

estate as well.

Mr. Breithaupt: The member for Lake-
shore would prefer to have fee tail returned.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Is there any further

comment on section 29?

Mr. Breithaupt: If necessary.
Mr. Lawlor: By George, you're the child

of authority tonight, aren't you, eh? First of

all, we have to listen to a very short sentence

making reference to some kind of—

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In matters of succes-
sion law reform, I recognize my betters.

Mr. Lawlor: By gad!

Mr. Roy: So do I.

Mr. B. Newman: He is recognizing the

member for Lakeshore there.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Does the member
for Lakeshore have further comment on sec-

tion 29?

Mr. Lawlor: No.

Section 29 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any further com-
ment on this bill?

Mr. Lawlor: Does an executor of an estate-

Mr. Deputy Chairman: What section are

you discussing?

Mr. Lawlor: Oh, I haven't got to it yet,

but it's 33.

Sections 30 to 32, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 33:

[10:15]

Mr. Lawlor: I'm sorry. Bear with me for a

moment, Mr. Chairman. Yes, section 33. Does

an executor of an estate, if there is an

undisposed-of residue, ever become person-

ally seized of that residue?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I wouldn't have

thought so.

Mr. Lawlor: That's what this seems to say.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I'm advised that in

common law that that could happen.

Mr. Lawlor: Is that right? Okay, thank you

very much.

Section 33 agreed to.

On section 34:

Mr. Lawlor: I just want to comment on it

for the record. In 34(c), under this doctrine

of conflict of laws, a definition is made here

that
"
'internal law' in relation to any place

excludes the choice of law rules of that place,"

and that is a very penetrating change in the

law. What happened previously, because land

was situated somewhere else or chattels were

situated somewhere else, you made reference
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to the law of the place in which they were

found, particularly in the case of land, and
when you got to the law of the place they
were found, the law there referred the whole

thing back to you, which is called the renvoi.

Mr. Breithaupt: The renvoi, it was called.

Mr. Lawlor: This kills the renvoi. It says

that you may not refer back.

Mr. Breithaupt: It's one of the few things I

remember.

Mr. Lawlor: We will deal with the internal

law of the place just as the internal law is,

and that's the end of the road.

Mr. Roy: There it is—the renvoi is killed.

Mr. Lawlor: The renvoi is dead in Ontario.

You can erect a tombstone over it and lie

down upon it, Roy, if you want.

Section 34 agreed to.

Sections 35 to 45, inclusive, agreed to.

On section 46:

Mr. Lawlor: I just have a comment on this.

It's not so much a question. Whenever I

make a comment it's always laudatory; when-
ever I ask a question it's depreciatory, I hope.
The preferential share of a widow now

being set at $75,000, and changing the present
law with respect to that by permitting her,

out of an intestate property, to lift the amount
that she receives until it gets to the $75,000,
is a complete reversal in the present law and
a change which would be very welcome

throughout the province.

Section 46 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any
further comments on this bill?

Mr. Lawlor: Yes, I'm just going to have
some fun now, Mr. Chairman. Take a look at

section 48.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Before we get to

that, shall section 47 carry?

Section 47 agreed to.

On section 48:

Mr. Lawlor: On section 48, subsection 8, I

just want the Attorney General to explain all

this to me. I'd like to while away the time.

I've got nothing better to do. It's too late to

do anything else tonight anyhow. Let's take a

look at the section, Mr. Attorney General:

"For the purposes of subsection 6, degrees
of kindred shall be computed by counting

upward from the deceased to the nearest

common ancestor and then downward to the

relative, and the kindred of the half-blood

shall inherit equally with those of the whole-
blood in the same degree." Come on, let's

hear you.

(Mr. Deputy Chairman: Shall section 48

carry?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I will write you a

letter.

Mr. Lawlor: What a cop-out we have here.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Mr. Attorney Gen-

eral, the member for Port Arthur has asked

for an explanation. Do you wish to give one?

Mr. Roy: Which section is that?

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Section 48, sub-

section 8.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: You may have to wait

a moment, Mr. Chairman, while I gather my
thoughts.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: There is a motion

to carry section 48. There is a request, Mr.

Attorney General, for an explanation from the

member for Port Arthur about subsection 8.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think it's a fairly

satisfactory legislative method of determining
kindred relationships, and I am advised by
the experts in the field that it is anticipated

that we will have astonishing success.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Attorney General, I would
like an explanation of the difference between

"half-blood" and "whole blood" and to know

why it is necessary in the section.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: As I understand it,

Mr. Chairman, these descriptions are ap-

propriate and in common usage for those who
deal with matters of wills and estates, and

there would be no difficulty in their being
understood by those who deal with these

matters from day to day. The main thing is

that it makes it absolutely clear that a half-

brother or a half-sister get the same treatment

as a full brother or full sister.

Mr. Breithaupt: Full share.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Full share, yes. It's to

equalize the treatment that is accorded some-

one who may be regarded as a half-blood as

opposed to a full blood. A half-brother will

share equally with a full brother, and half-

sister with a full sister.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Shall section 48

now carry?

Section 48 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any further com-
ment on this bill? The member for Lake-

shore.

Mr. Lawlor: Section 50.

Mr. Breithaupt: Just a moment, section 49.

Surely this other blow at the structure of the

common law must be referred to in the

House. We dealt, Mr. Chairman, with the

renvoi and now we deal with courtesy. Sure-

ly, those are two of the more interesting

aspects of international law and of the tradi-
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tional common law studies. I almost fear for

the lecturers at the law schools who will now
have to redraft two and, possibly, three lec-

tures; whereas, the notes have gone on from

year to year in the past without anyone ever

having asked any questions.

Hon. Mr. Welch: It will be a cinch to get

through law school now.

Mr. Breithaupt: Well it may be, you know.

We are quickly legislating not only the mem-
bers of the House of legal background but

indeed those who profess the common law

into ignorance. At the moment, though, this

other interesting aspect of removing cour-

tesy-
Mr. Lawlor: There is very little courtesy

left.

Mr. Breithaupt: There are very few cour-

tesies left but, in any event, the removal of

this as the other side of the coin from the

dower situation-

Mr. Roy: Renvoi, courtesy, dower.

Mr. Breithaupt: —is one which is indeed
a most involved traditional aspect of the

common law; surely, the last 10 centuries

require that at least there be a paragraph or

two of an obituary on its demise.

Mr. Lawlor: Good for you.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: In that context, Mr.

Chairman, I can only respond that I must
admit that I sometimes fear that the destruc-

tive potential of members of my ministry is

simply unbridled and recognizes no boun-
daries whatsoever.

Mr. Roy: But the dean of the law school
will be pleased to still have half of section 48.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Are there any fur-

ther comments on section 49?

Section 49 agreed to.

On section 50:

Mr. Lawlor: Section 50, over against the

last edition that came off the press—I think it

was the early morning edition; it was Bill 8
-has been remarkably and substantially

changed. Now that we are going to get the

Children's Law Reform Act through anyhow,
we need not have changed anything; we
could have left it pretty well the way it is.

Subsection 2 has to do with the search by
a personal representative for children born
outside the marriage. A good deal of com-
ment has come forward from the Canadian
Bar Association, Ontario branch, touching
that. I have no doubt that you perused care-

fully the brief submitted by the bar; it was,
as you know, a fairly elaborate one and you
had the good grace to adopt most of their

recommendations, which were numerous and

pithy and very much to the point.

They did some yeoman service on this

particular bill. But they subsequently sub-
mitted a brief of about five pages on your
second version of the bill, and it takes con-
tinual issue or looks askance at the second
version. We will not be given the opportunity
for these people to reappear before us to

present this additional and relatively new
section of their brief. I just want some assur-

ances that they have been well considered.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Excuse me, Mr. Chair-
man. I don't want to shorten my friend's re-

marks, but I can give him some assurance
that this section 50 has been discussed and,
we might say, cleared with the chairman of

that section of the Canadian Bar Association.

They are aware of the present drafting and
are satisfied with it. I have that assurance
from my senior staff.

Mr. Lawlor: To speed it up then, and not
to launch into an analysis of the thing, I

just want to ask you a question. At the bot-

tom of page 3 of that brief, it says:

"We recommend that section 28(2), as set

out in the original bill, be amended to pro-
vide that where there is no actual notice of

the person born outside marriage, there

should be a time limit, after which property
cannot be traced into the hands of other

beneficiaries." But, as I look at your legisla-

tion, you have provided no time limit in

this regard. Oughtn't you to?

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: We will be doing so

in our statute of limitations, which we hope
to introduce shortly. There will be a 10-year

limitation, I believe, in the new statute of

limitations. The member for Lakeshore is

quite correct; they do wish limitation. It is

our desire to deal with all these limitation

periods under one statute rather than, as in

the past, in individual statutes; that is why
it is not dealt with in this statute.

Mr. Breithaupt: I am pleased to hear the

Attorney General's comments with respect

to that. It appeared to me as well that this

section as it stood was somewhat harsh in

that it would appear that it was at the risk

of an executor or of a representative that

any estate be wound up because again of

the situation of "the laughing heir," perhaps
from Lakeshore or some other location-

even from Australia—who might come, with

all good intentions having been exhausted

by the representative, and completely upset
what was otherwise presumed to be a fully

administered estate. I am pleased to hear

that that limitation is going to be attended to.

Mr. Roy: May I ask one question related

to this? I don't know if it is dealt with by
this section or otherwise. Do you propose—
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and I have seen that problem come up oc-

casionally—to have any limitation at all on
the interpretation of a will? As it stands,
I am not sure whether there is a limitation

as to how far back you can ask for inter-

pretation of a will after probate. I am won-

dering whether that should not be something
that—I may be wrong on that, but I was not

aware that there was that sort of limitation.

It could be a problem after a long time,
when the will is being challenged and some
of the property has been disposed of.

[10:30]

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: I think all I can say
is that I am not aware of any limitation at

the moment. This is something we'll have to

pursue wtih respect to our statute of limita-

tions.

Mr. Roy: That could be a problem too.

Hon. Mr. McMurtry: Yes, I appreciate that.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any further com-
ment on section 50?

Section 50 agreed to.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Any further com-
ments on this bill? The member for Lake-
shore.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, it is now
10:30. Does the hon. member have much
more? Can we complete this bill shortly?

Mr. Lawlor: Go ahead. You can complete
it, yes.

Ms. Cigantes: No, he can't.

Hon. Mr. Welch: If we require more time,
I would move the committee rise and report.

Mr. Breithaupt: Perhaps before that we
might be able to finish part II at section 53
if you wish.

Mr. Roy: Let's finish.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I don't want to rush.

Mr. Deputy Chairman: Is there any com-
ment on section 51, 52 and 53?

Mr. Lawlor: No.

Sections 51 to 53, inclusive, agreed to.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Welch, the com-
mittee reported progress and asked for leave

to sit again.

Mr. Speaker: A motion for adjournment
under section 28(a) of standing orders is

deemed to have been made. I will now recog-
nize the hon. member for Waterloo North
for up to five minutes.

FIRE REGULATION

Mr. Epp: Thank you very much, Mr.

Speaker. I appreciate very much having the

opportunity afforded to me to comment. I

want to thank the hon. member for Humber,
the Solicitor General (Mr. MacBeth), for

being here this evening. I was sorry that we
didn't have this opportunity in July but the

House recessed at about half an hour prior
to normal—about 10 at that time—and then

everybody went for a reception and they
never had a chance to hear me.
The matter I want to raise has to do with

the Fire Departments Act and amendments
thereto. The Solicitor General is aware of

the fact that, first of all, a committee of

southwestern Ontario mayors and then the

Association of Municipalities of Ontario and
the PMLC, the provincial municipal liaison

committee, discussed a number of amend-
ments to the Fire Departments Act.

We felt the amendments concerned a

number of items. We felt that after a num-
ber of arbitrations in the province with fire-

fighters—our own experience in the city of

Waterloo was 21.6 per cent and there were
some higher than that, 25 per cent, and I

think some of them might even have been
close to 30—that these were somewhat un-

reasonable to the extent of being unconscion-

able. The amendments that were proposed to

the Fire Departments Act at that time were
that the management be given more preroga-
tives and that a panel of arbitrators be
established rather than having an arbitrator

appointed by the firefighters, by the city

or municipality and by the government. We
felt that often the arbitrators appointed by
the government weren't as well versed and
were going way out on a limb in trying to

resolve the problem and making settlements

that were somewhat out of line with settle-

ments in other parts of the sector.

The Statutory Powers Procedure Act was
taken out of the Fire Departments Act back
a few years ago. It was the feeling of the

mayors and AMO and the PMLC that this

should be reinstituted because it didn't give
a fair opportunity to cross-examine as was
felt necessary.

There was also feeling that through com-
mon law, precedents have been set or rulings

have been made, specifically in Windsor, that

mean firefighters in other areas, because they
are not outlawed, can go on strike. It is felt

that the firefighters can go on strike and

there was a feeling that maybe they should

be prevented from going on strike. We are

aware of the fact that they at this point
have a resolution on their books that they
won't go on strike, but that could be taken

off the books very quickly.

Another item was that everyone above

captain should be asked to be in manage-
ment and excluded from the bargaining unit.
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I respectfully ask that the minister initiate

the amendments to the Act in accordance
with the requests of the provincial-municipal
liaison committee, as were put to him buck
in October 22, 1976, at a meeting of the
PMLC.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Mr. Speaker, I do ap-
preciate the sincere concern of the member
for Waterloo North in regard to this mat-
ter. I will admit that when he asked me
this question on July 8 I was somewhat curt
in my reply. Sometimes we on this side be-
come a little frustrated with the progress of
the House as well, as I am sure from time
to time those members on the other side be-
come frustrated.

As far as the purposes of this Act and
the proposed amendments or the suggested
amendments that my hon. friend has made
are concerned, I think we are pretty close

together in our points of view in regard to

it. I too hope to bring in some amendments
that will be along the line that the municipal
liaison committee has requested, and as I had
indicated to the municipal liaison committee
that I was prepared to do.

However, in those days immediately prior
to July 8, I had the feeling that the House
was not moving as expeditiously as it might,
and having a rather large program I was
concerned with that too.

Mr. Foulds: That's provocative.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: It may be provocative.
I am expressing—

Mr. Foulds: During the 10 days we had
in July we actually accomplished a heck of
a lot.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Well, maybe we did,
but there was a period in there when we
were not moving very quickly. I would re-
mind the House that I had responsibility for
the passage of legislation and the kind of
House we have at the present time depends
on the co-operation of all three parties in
the House.

Mr. Foulds: It also depends on how long
we sit.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Foulds: Your leader has chosen not to
sit very long this year.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: I have also found that
no matter how long we sit, there is a certain
extent—and I shouldn't criticize today be-
cause great progress has been made today.
But I don't want to get into that. I am just

explaining my own frustrations over here on
this side of the House and I don't want to

be argumentative with the interjections.
The question was asked, when might this

be. I made an honest answer that, although
it is contemplated legislation, I could not

give the member a time when it would be
there. Let me tell him what we want to do.

We have amendments to the Police Act,
amendments to the private investigators and

security guards legislation, some amendments
to the Coroners Act and the Highway Traffic

Act, just from the Solicitor General's ministry
alone. All of that has to fit in to the pro-

gram of the standing committee on justice.
So I don't know just where that is going
to come and when we are going to get those

Acts. Following that Act are the amend-
ments that the member has requested.

That is the kind of priority we have and
I have pressure on to proceed with those.

We all know the type of heavy justice mat-
ters that the House has to deal with in the

next few weeks and I still don't know when
we will be able to get to the member's in-

terest. When I said we hoped that we would

get to it this fall, that was a hope that I

expressed to the municipal liaison committee.

When I expressed that, I didn't foresee the

intervening election, which I think has

slowed down the business of this House.

So I say, Mr. Speaker, it is on our list to

do. I have mentioned some things that we
have in the ministry's mind as priority. I

hope to be co-operating with both of the

critics, as I mentioned last evening, in trying

to sound them out on the legislation that we
have, to see which matters we are ad idem

with, and then proceed from there.

At the present time, the best hope I can

express to the member is that perhaps this

matter that he is so concerned about, and

rightly so, will be dealt with in the spring.

Mr. Speaker: I deem the motion to ad-

journ to have been carried.

The House adjourned at 10:40 p.m.
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The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' PUBLIC BUSINESS

Mr. Speaker: Hon. members, since this is

the first occasion in this Parliament during
which the House will consider private mem-
bers' public business, I thought I should
review for hon. members the procedure
which will be used this afternoon and on
future Thursdays.
As hon. members know, two items of busi-

ness are scheduled for debate each Thurs-

day afternoon. At the time of the commence-
ment of such proceedings until 5:50 p.m., the
time will be divided equally between the two
orders. The mover of the motion will be
allotted 20 minutes and may reserve any
portion of that time for reply, provided he
advises the Speaker beforehand of his inten-

tion to reserve time for reply just before the
conclusion of the debate. All other members
will be allowed a maximum of 10 minutes
to speak.
When debate on both orders has been

concluded, and if no petition adverse to a
vote has been filed, I will put a question on
the first order as follows: "Shall this question
be put to the House? Any members opposed
to the putting of the question must now
rise." If 20 members rise, the question will
not be put. A recorded vote can be requested
after the usual voice vote, if five members
stand in their places in the usual way. I

must also caution members that, in the event
of a recorded vote, the division bell will ring
for only five minutes whether or not the

whips have reported.
I thought that would be of some help to

private members who are unfamiliar with the

procedure.

LAYOFF OF INCO WORKERS
Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I stand on what

I think is an appropriate point of order. I

would like on behalf of our party to request
the unanimous consent of this House to

suspend rule 30(a), which requires notification

of two hours in writing to you, sir, before

proceeding with what amounts to an'enier-

Thursday, October 20, 1977

gency debate, a debate on a matter of urgent
public importance, in order to seek from the

assembly the unanimous approval of such a

debate, the reading of which would be ap-
proximately as follows: A matter of urgent
public importance namely, the disastrous

economic blow which will strike the city of

Sudbury, if the Inco layoffs of 2,800 people,
announced today, are permitted to occur.
That debate if the House would give unan-
imous consent, could proceed today at 4

o'clock, thereby granting the two hours which
the parties normally have to prepare them-
selves for such an opportunity.
That is a submission that I make to you,

sir, on a point of order.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, if I may rise

on the same point of order, although we
most certainly would want to use the time of

the question period to discuss this very seri-

ous issue as well, we certainly also feel that

it's a very grave matter facing Sudbury and
Ontario. We certainly would be prepared to

give our consent and to join with the leader

of the New Democratic Party in the comments
h°; has just made for an emergency debate on
this subject of the Sudbury basin and the

layoffs.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, as the

two hon. gentlemen have just said, about
an hour ago Inco Metals Company in To-
ronto released to the press information con-

cerning a large cutback on nickel produc-
tion which will have, unfortunately, a sub-

stantial impact upon employment throughout
that industry.

In an effort to obtain further particulars
of this cutback, the reasons therefor and the

precise impact it will have on the Sudbury
community and on the Ontario economy, my
colleagues the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough),
the Minister of Northern Affairs (Mr.

Bernier), the Minister of Natural Resources

(Mr. F. S. Miller) and I have made arrange-
ments to meet later this afternoon with

senior officials of Inco.

In addition, I have arranged to meet, as

soon as it is possible for the gentleman to

do so, with the director of district six of

the tTnited Steelworkers of America to obtain

any pertinent information and concerns that



924 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

the union may have on behalf of the em-
ployees of Inco.

I would add that the ministers I have
mentioned and I are prepared to go to

Sudbury to meet with municipal officials as

well as local representatives of the employees
and the company.

In view of the fact that these meetings
have been arranged within the last half-hour
for this afternoon, it might be difficult for

the members of government to participate as

fully in an emergency debate as we would
like to.

Mr. Breithaupt: Might I ask a question of

the minister with respect to this? How long
has the minister known of this situation?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Since noon. A letter

was delivered to me at about 10:30 this

morning with the request that no information
be released until the company had made a
release. I think a similar letter was delivered

to the leader of the NDP. As a result of

that, we made immediate contact with offi-

cials of the company in order to try to ar-

range a meeting. The earliest time that we
could arrange the meeting was for 3 o'clock

this afternoon.

Mr. S. Smith: On a point of personal
privilege, Mr. Speaker, Hansard will show
that on Tuesday I declared in this very seat

that there would be at least 1,500 people
laid off by Inco on Thursday-

Mr. Speaker: That's not a point of privi-

lege.

Mr. S. Smith: —and it's shocking to think
that the minister wouldn't have talked to

Inco before now.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker-

Mr. Speaker: Are you rising on a point
of order?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, sir. Speaking to the point
of privilege, perhaps ironically—

Mr. Speaker: It wasn't a point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: Oh. All right.

Some hon. members: Sit down.

Mr. Lewis: May I say, Mr. Speaker, speak-

ing to the original point of order, that the

time can be given some flexibility but ob-

viously we could wish the ministers to be
here to participate. If it has to be done this

evening, it can be done this evening, but
wc don't want to delay an emergency debate

because, as the minister herself said, it has
enormous implications for the economy of

this province as a whole, and not simply
for the Sudbury basin.

Mr. Speaker: In keeping with the stand-

ing order, the required notice wasn't given
and I can't entertain the motion unless we
have unanimous consent.

Mr. Lewis: That's what I asked for.

Mr. Speaker: Do we have unanimous con-

sent to proceed with the debate during the

orders of the day?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, in view of

the reasons given by the Minister of Labour,
I think it is quite clear that we would re-

quire the opportunity to allow these meet-

tings to proceed; therefore, we do not con-

sent to the suspension of the rules.

Mr. Speaker: We do not have unanimous
consent.

An hon. member: Shame.

Mr. Speaker: You can give notice of a de-

bate.

Mr. Lewis: We will have it tomorrow

morning.

Mr. Speaker: For tomorrow morning?
That's quite in order.

Hon. Mr. Welch: There is a whole evening
on the budget debate.

VISITOR

Mr. Speaker: I would like to call hon. mem-
bers' attention to the fact that we have a

visitor in the gallery, Mr. M. Raymond
Garneau, member of the National Assembly
of Quebec, the member for Jean-Talon riding
in Quebec City, and he was the former Min-
ister of Finance in the National Assembly
of Quebec. I wish you would join me in

welcoming him here this afternoon.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

DON JAIL REPORT

Hon. Mr. Drea: Mr. Speaker, I'm tabling

today for the members' information the re-

sults of an investigation into allegations pub-
lished in the Toronto Sun regarding the

activity of correctional officers in the Toronto

jail.

I would like to summarize the findings by
stating that:

1. There is no evidence of an organized

vigilante group of correctional officers who
use strong-arm tactics on inmates who cause

trouble.

2. There is no evidence that officers use

force to discipline inmates rather than pro-

viding written reports.

3. Five of the six senior officers whom
the Sun's informants alleged participated in
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inmate assaults were not involved in any

way in the three incidents cited.

I am satisfied that in all three cases cited

it was necessary for staff of the Toronto jail

to restrain the men involved, and I have been
informed by the Crown attorney that after

reviewing the evidence he found no cause

for the laying of criminal charges against

the correctional officers.

I am going to table the full results of that

report at this time.

Mrs. Campbell: What about the correc-

tions report?

Hon. Mr. Drea: Pardon? I don't have it.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Questions are

not permitted during ministerial statements.

The hon. Minister of Agriculture and Food.

Mr. Conway: It is about rabies, is it, Bill?

GRAIN CORN
STABILIZATION PLAN

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to announce the details of a pro-
vincial stabilization plan for grain corn to

cover the crop year from September 1, 1977,

to August 31, 1978.

The plan—the first under the Farm Income
Stabilization Act—will stabilize the price of

corn at 95 per cent of the market price

averaged over the past five years. This is an
additional five per cent above the federal

stabilization level of 90 per cent.

Allowance will also be made for changes
in current cash costs of production as com-

pared to an average of costs over the past
five years.

The plan will apply to all sales of grain
corn through normal commercial channels-
sales to elevators, feed mills, grain dealers

and commercial end users such as starch

companies, distilleries, feed lots and live-

stock and poultry operations.
Corn grown on any farm in Ontario is

eligible when sold directly to a livestock

or poultry farmer for feeding to livestock

as long as the sale is documented.
I'm very glad to see this plan in effect for

the current crop year. Both Canada and the

United States are expecting record corn crops
and I believe our stabilization program will

be very important in maintaining prices and
farm incomes this year.
The maximum for which any one producer

may claim stabilization payments is 39,000
bushels or 1,000 metric tonnes, the minimum
being 400 bushels or 10 metric tonnes. Sales

of seed and silage corn are not eligible.
Calculations will be based on a standard

15.5 per cent moisture. Purchases of corn or

other feed will be converted to corn equiva-

lents by the commission and deducted from
corn sales to give the net quantity of corn

eligible for stabilization payments.
To qualify, producers are required to sub-

mit enrolment forms which will be available

from the ministry office in early November.
Deadline for submission of the forms is

January 16, 1978. Producers must also pro-
vide documentation of corn sales showing the
names of the buyer and seller, date of sale,

date and location of delivery, weight, mois-
ture content and price.

[2:15]

The provincial corn stabilization plan is

tied in with the federal plan so that

producers who apply for the Ontario plan
are automatically eligible for the federal

plan. One claim form and a set of docu-
ments serve for both.

To give growers some idea of what the

plan will do, we can take a look at last

year's crop. Producers would have received
11 cents per bushel, minus the enrolment
fee.

ORAL QUESTIONS
LAYOFF OF NICKEL WORKERS

Mr. S. Smith: In the absence of the

Premier (Mr. Davis), I would direct my
question to the Minister of Natural Resources
but he's not here either. It could go to the

Minister of Labour, I suppose, or the

Treasurer. I will direct these questions to

the Treasurer since they impinge on the

economy.
I have a question about the announcement

being made this afternoon by Inco of the
massive layoff in the Sudbury area—2,200
hourly paid and staff employees permanendy
and a four-week layoff of the entire 14,000
man work force next summer. Can the
Treasurer assure us that workers in Ontario
are not bearing the complete brunt and basi-

cally the entire brunt of this layoff? Can he
assure us that there are similar layoffs in

Guatemala and Indonesia? Can he tell us the

exact extent of those layoffs?

Hon. Mr. McKcough: I am afraid I can't

answer the second part of the question. I
think that's one of the matters which, hope-
fully, we will discuss this afternoon.
As to the first part of the question, I be-

lieve the statements this morning indicated
that some 650 employees at Thompson,
Manitoba, were also affected by a decision
announced by the company this morning. It

is also my understanding that the levels of

product
:on in the new two plants which

were anticipated will not be reached.
Whether or not there will be layoffs off shore
or whether there simply will not be the
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growth in the labour force they had prob-
ably anticipated, going into production, I am
not sure, but that's something I think we
want to explore with them.

(Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
does the Treasurer find it acceptable that the

profits made here in Ontario and in Canada,
which are now going to finance the foreign
production of nickel in Guatemala and Indo-

nesia, should be used in such a manner as to

help our competition rather than modernizing
and updating our facilities? Will he accept
layoffs of this kind in Ontario, if they are not

happening proportionately in Indonesia and
Guatemala under the same company?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As I have indicated,
that's something we want to explore with
them.

'Mr. Germa: Could I ask the Treasurer,
how it is that a major decision by this

company could happen in Ontario without
consultation with the government of Ontario?

Mr. Warner: They do whatever they
please.

Mr. MacDonald: Stan Randall told us six

years ago that we had that privilege.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The member
for York South does not have the floor.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, there
is no law on the books which would indicate
that there should be consultation.

Mr. Deans: It might be good corporate
citizenship.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am not sure, in
view of the enormity of the problem facing
the work force and facing the company, that

consultation on Monday of this week would
have produced anything more than con-
sultation will this afternoon.

Obviously, the company is faced with a

declining market and with price problems.
I am not sure that it is within the compe-
tence of the government of Ontario, in some
way to stimulate worldwide nickel or copper
prices or demand. Perhaps we would have
appreciated knowing about it sooner. I am
not sure that ft would have been all that

helpful.

I can't say whether there has been con-
sultation with the government of Canada
which perhaps can be somewhat more help-
ful in a situation such as this—we are talking
about an international situation—than we
can be. But we will be asking them this

afternoon what consultation they have had
with the government of Canada and what,
if any, solutions they can suggest to the

government of Canada or to the government
of Ontario.

Mr. S. Smith: Supplementary: Accepting
the fact that the international market for

nickel is very soft at the moment, can the

Treasurer none the less address himself to

whether he is prepared to sit back and
watch the profits from Ontario finance our
main competitors in Guatemala and Indonesia,
and is he quite prepared to allow these lay-

offs to occur without some recognition that

Ontario profits are now undermining Ontario

jobs?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The investments

which were made by Inco and, I assume,
the borrowings which were made by Inco

—very heavy borrowings, and not just profits

earned here over the years—have in fact, I

would believe in the case of both Guatemala
and Indonesia, been substantially made.
Whether in the present context they should
or should not have been made, I think that is

spilled milk.

Presumably the bills have been paid or

must be paid in those two countries; so the

investment by Inco is a fact. I don't know
that that's going to be the most productive
line of questioning this afternoon, although,
as I have already indicated in response to

the original question, we will certainly be in

discussion with them—and I don't think this

is all going to happen this afternoon.

I don't think we are going to get all the

answers, which either we need or they may
want from us, in one meeting this afternoon.

I think that should be made clear. We cer-

tainly will discuss with them, as I already
indicated in reply to the first question, what
impact or otherwise this is having on their

offshore operations.

Mr. Laughren: A supplementary: In view
of the fact that the unemployment rate in

northeastern Ontario is already the highest
in the province, will the Treasurer initiate

meetings with the federal government with
a view to establishing a TEIGA-DREE agree-
ment for northeastern Ontario, with particu-
lar emphasis on the Sudbury basin? I draw
particular attention to this because I wonder
if the Treasurer is aware that the Minister of
Labour announced just the day before yes-

terday in the Ministry of Labour estimates
that there is no manpower co-ordinating pro-
gram for northeastern Ontario.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I can only say that

my colleague, the Minister of Northern Affairs

and I, and the provincial secretary, have in

front of us a number of proposals at the

moment, both in northeastern and north-
western Ontario, which, if found acceptable
by the government of Canada, could lead to
a TEIGA-DREE agreement. But I cannot
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indicate to the member that this is something
which is imminent or about to happen to-

day or tomorrow.

Hon. B. Stephenson: On a point of privilege,

Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for Nickel

Belt has said that I said there was no man-

power co-ordinating program for north-

eastern Ontario. The Manpower Co-ordinating
Committee of this province is for the entire

province. What I said was that there was
no community employment strategy for the

Sudbury region.

Mr. Deans: That's even worse.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I would like to

remind hon. members that was neither a point
of privilege nor a point of order. You can
stand up to correct a misstatement.

I might also just remind the hon. member
for Scarborough West that he need not have
risen earlier on a point of order. He can get

up and ask for unanimous consent to do cer-

tain things in this House; that's quite legi-
timate. But it is neither a point of order nor
a point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, do you mean I

can rise, just as I am now, and say whatever
I please at any time without a prefatory
outburst?

Mr. Speaker: No, but you needn't attribute
it to either a point of order or a point of

privilege. You need no excuse if you have
a legitimate reason.

Mr. Lewis: Good.

Mr. Breithaupt: As long as it's not a point
of view.

Mr. MacDonald: Obviously the reason was
very legitimate.

Mr. Bolan: Supplementary: Is this govern-
ment trying to tell this House that it had no
warning, no warning at all, of the impending
doom about to strike the community of north-
ern Ontario? And is the government trying
to tell this House that, despite the warning
it was supposed to have had, it did nothing
whatever?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, to say
that there have not been warnings, I think,

would be wrong. Perhaps the hon. member
is not aware—certainly, other members of the

House are aware—that there have been lay-
offs and some cutting back at Falconbridge
Nickel in the Sudbury basin.

Mr. Martel: National Steel in the Sudbury
basin.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Those original layoffs

were several months ago, I think. There were

also layoffs at the Port Colborne works of

Inco. Also, I think that anyone reading the

newspapers for the last year—the last six

months, particularly— would be aware of the

fact that there is an over-supply of nickel in

world markets and, I guess, of copper too.

Mr. Lewis: Deliberately manipulated!.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The price of copper
having risen some months ago came back

down to the very low level of 50 cents on the

LME. The writing on the wall was there for

all to see.

An hon. member: You see, those corporate

pirates do whatever they want.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As recently as Mon-

day, there was, to some extent, a warning
when, as members are aware, in my quart-

erly forecast we substantially lowered the

amount of money which we expect to rsceive

from mining profits tax, which is directly
related to the sale of nickel and copper
and other ores in this province.
To say that we have not had any warning

would, I think, really be putting your head
in the sand.

Mr. Speaker: I'll allow two more supple-
mentaries on this. It's been indicated there

may be an opportunity at a later time. Ill

allow om more brief supplementary from the

member for Ottawa Centre and the hon.

member for Quinte.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary: In view of

these conditions which the Treasurer is now
aware of and which his staff were, presumably,
aware of before, has the government of On-
tario held any meetings with Inco over the

past year to discuss the effect on the economy,
and on jobs, or was any such meeting sought
after the layoffs were announced at the Port

Colborne refinery?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think there have

been ongoing discussions which I was not

privy to; they were at the ministerial level

with the Minister of Natural Resources. I

know that there have been some communica-

tions at staff level.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Quinte.

This will be the final supplementary.

Mr. O'Neil: Supplementary: To the Treas-

urer, and going along with Mr. Cassidy's

remarks: having sight of all of these forecasts

of doom hanging over the mines, does he not

feel it was the obligation of his government
to have approached these companies to see

why something couldn't be done—prior to this

happening today?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Obviously, I very

much regret what has happened today; we
all do. But I think it would be wise to keep
some sense of balance in searching for solu-

tions to this problem.
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Mr. Laughren: The minister is not unem-

ployed.

Mr. Warner: Explain that to the people out

of work.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I think the people in

the Sudbury basin could probably give the

statistics—which I don't have in my hand-
better than I can. But the fact is that Cana-
dian nickel and Canadian copper move into

world markets, and when they are not moving
into world markets the results are felt. Our
own domestic consumption is very small. We
have a depressed steel industry in the United

States where, I understand, much of Inco's

production moves.

I would have to say in all frankness that

it is beyond the capability of members on
this side of the House—and I suspect on

either side of the House—to do something

about, for example, a depressed steel indus-

try in the United States or the lack of de-

mand for nickel or copper in international

markets.

[2:30]

Mr. Lewis: Over the years you gave them
preferential treatment.

Mr. Foulds: It is a dogmatic straitjacket.

Mr. S. Smith: I will ask another question
of the Treasurer on this topic, Mr. Speaker.
During these discussions with the various

companies involved, has the Treasurer indi-

cated a readiness to make sure that Ontario's
tax and royalty structure is of such a nature
as not to impede Ontario's competitiveness
with competing jurisdictions in which these

same companies operate?

Mr. Laughren: Too liberal.

Mr. Lewis: Give them more exemptions,
more concessions; give away the whole basin.

Mr. Laughren: They can't give away any
more. They have tried.

Mr. S. Smith: Is the Treasurer willing,
in fact, to create a tax structure which will

be such as to make certain that the tax

system itself is not impeding Ontario's com-
petitiveness as a site for nickel operations?

Mr. MacDonald: There is nothing left to

give them.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Cassidy: The conspiracy of the two of

you.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I don't

have to give Inco that assurance. The fact is

there in the figures which were tabled in this

House on Monday that profits are substan-

tially reduced, and without breaking out that

downward revision—to $40 million from a

peak in 1975 of $150 million-without break-

ing that out between the parts of the indus-

try, most of that tax is paid by relatively
few companies.
The fact is that it is a mining profits tax,

and when there isn't a profit and the ore is

not being sold then the tax is not paid. It

would be obvious to most of us that precisely
the purpose of that tax was, in fact, fully laid

out for all to see on Monday. When there is

a depressed situation the tax is not payable.
We do not have a royalty. Perhaps the mem-
ber is not aware that we do not have

royalties in this province.
I think it has to be said—and members

from the basin will be better aware of this

than I—that due to one good feature, and
there are a number, but the good feature of

our Ontario mining tax, despite the fact that

nickel and copper in particular were not

moving but were merely going into inven-

tory—and this has been going on now for

over a year—one of the benefits of the On-
tario mining tax as opposed to a royalty has

been at work, and the taxes have not been

paid.
I suspect what the company will tell us

this afternoon is that there comes a point
when it can no longer afford—even though
it is not being taxed by way of royalty or

profits tax—it cannot go on adding to an

inventory which is not moving out.

Mr. S. Smith: By way of supplementary,
I accept the Treasurer's point that his gradu-
ated tax is better than a royalty, but does
the Treasurer not accept that in a cyclical

industry like the mining industry taxing the

companies heavily in a graduated method
when they do well leaves them with insuffi-

cient reserves to reinvest in the company to

tide them over the more difficult times? Is

he prepared to make sure—I simply ask this,

Mr. Speaker—that our tax system is not act-

ing as a disincentive, encouraging invest-

ment to leave the country and to go to

places like Indonesia and Guatemala?

Mr. MacDonald: Oh go on. Join the Jap-
anese conspiracy.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, it will

continue to be the policy of this govern-
ment-

Mr. Laughren: Why doesn't one of you
cross the floor?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am not about to

agree with the hon. leader. It will continue

to be the policy of this government that we
will, insofar as possible, design our tax

system in the resource area to encourage em-

ployment, yes, in the mining industry, but

also in that system to do our best to encour-

age, to credit, to benefit those companies



OCTOBER 20, 1977 <)2<J

which will upgrade those resources within

Canada.
I think that is a very fundamental decision

which we are going to have to make in the

next few years in this country, as to whether
our ambition in life is simply to bring ore out

of the ground and ship it out of the country.

Mr. Muriel: Now you are talking. We
have been talking to you about that for

years. It falls on deaf ears.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The present Ontario

mining tax very much-
Ms. Gigantes: What are you waiting for?

Mr. Lewis: You created this problem.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The Treasurer is the

only member who has the floor.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The present Ontario

mining tax is designed to stimulate and to

encourage the further processing and refining
and fabricating of Canadian ores within

Canada, and that remains our commitment.
Those who would say—and there are those
from Inco and from the mining industry who
have said—simply that our structure of tax

is too high, forget about the incentives which
are provided to reduce that tax for further

refining and processing within Canada.

Having said all that, the Minister of
Natural Resources and I have indicated to
the mining association, more particularly to
the government of Canada, that we are pre-
pared and have made a very tentative be-

ginning in looking at what revisions might
be necessary to an Act which, after all, is

only two years-

Mr. Warner: Corporate welfare.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: -three years old,
and which at the time of its passage was
generally agreed, to my recollection, as being
a fair system and a system which would
encourage the upgrading of Canadian raw
materials within Canada. I, for one, don't
want to lose sight of that objective. But
having said that, we are taking a look at
the Act.

Mr. MacDonald: Did you talk to Jim
Gillies?

Mr. Martel: Supplementary: Has the min-
ister considered the possibility of introducing
any of the recommendations of the select
committee of this Legislature, which was
led by the former Speaker, which called for
a 50 per cent takeover of the mining in-

dustry and the processing and the manu-
facturing of those raw materials here in

Canada, and in Ontario in particular, as

opposed to the present lack of government
policy?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I have
looked at those recommendations. I am sure

my colleagues have looked at those recom-
mendations-

Mr. Martel: Each of them signed them.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: —which called for

nationalization or part nationalization or part
purchase of Canadian resource industries.

Mr. Lewis: Right.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We reject those.

Mr. Lewis: Right—the Tories signed it.

Mr. Martel: You wrote the report.

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. member
for Grey-Bruce with a supplementary.

Mr. Martel: Don't give us that nonsense.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker,
to the minister. The reverse side of the picture
is against the tax profits. That's gone by the
board. I think that the government should
be able to ascertain today, or shortly, the

magnitude of the stockpiling, the extent of
the inventory, to show these 2,800 people
how far down the road we are looking at—
three or four months? a year, or two years?
—before this inventory is depleted and when
they can go back to work. But as always,
the government has no standby plan and now
it is going to lean on the feds for the answers.
I think it's time it had some plans of its own.

Mr. Speaker: What is your question?

Mrs. Campbell: The answer is no.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, this may
surprise you but the questions which my
friend suggested might be asked of the com-
pany this afternoon are among those very
questions which I and my colleagues I think
will be asking this afternoon.

Mr. Peterson: Are you going to that meet-

ing? We will come with you.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, while
I am on my feet though, I have to draw
attention to the fact that just four or five

months have gone by since most of us were
out on the hustings. During that short time,
the short list of drug companies, car in-

surance and natural gas companies has today
been added to by taking over the natural

resource companies and the mines. Stand up
and show your colours.

Mr. MacDonald: Out of order, Mr. Speaker.
Hon. Mr. McKeough: We just have a short

list. That's three sectors.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Sud-
bury with a supplementary.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: We just have a short
list.

An hon. member: Pretty limp.
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An hon. member: You are on the way
down, Darcy.

Mr. Sargent: No wonder you guys are in

trouble over there.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Order. I recognize the hon.
member for Sudbury.

Mr. Germa: Supplementary: Does the gov-
ernment of Ontario have a position to put to

the International Nickel Company this after-

noon and, if so, what the hell is that

position?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: If we had a position
to put before International Nickel, hopefully,
that position would be based on a maximum
appreciation insofar as that is possible of the
facts and the figures, some of which have
been suggested as reasonable questions by my
friend from Grey-Bruce. If we had1

all those

facts and figures, then we obviously would
not find it necessary to meet with the com-
pany and would have been prepared for an

emergency debate this afternoon.

Mr. MacDonald: Is the member for Grey-
Bruce your friend now?

Mr. Lewis: Your friend from Grey-Bruce?
You haven't called him a friend in 10 years.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Obviously the answer
to the question at this moment is no.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I beg your
indulgence.

Mr. Speaker: Two more brief supplemen-
taries from the members for Hamilton West
and Scarborough West. We've spent 26
minutes on this one question and it's not

giving other members an opportunity.

Mr. Germa: You are wiping out a city, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. S. Smith: With your indulgence, a

very brief question: Would1 the Treasurer

consider, in view of the gravity of the situa-

tion, including representatives of the two
opposition parties—I would suggest the two
leaders—to attend at his meeting with Inco
this afternoon, so that we can all be well

prepared for the debate which will take place
in this House tomorrow?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I am sure that the

Minister of Labour and others will report to

the House after these meetings . I'm quite
sure that those whom we will meet with will

be quite prepared to meet with members of
the official opposition or with the members
of the third party. My answer would be no.
This is a meeting which is being arranged
between the company and the government in

the discharge of our responsibilities. I don't
think we would be prepared to ad)d to it.

Mr. Laughren: Cosier.

Mr. Cassidy: I think he is proposing a

coalition.

Mr. Speaker: Is this a supplementary?
Mr. Lewis: No, I'll ask a new question on

the subject.

Mr. Speaker: On the same topic?

Mr. Lewis: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: In fairness to other members
of the House, it seems almost evident we're

going to have a full ranging debate on this

in the not-too-distant future, and it's not

giving other members an opportunity to ask

their own questions.

Mr. MacDonald: He has the right to use

his time as he sees fit.

Mr. Speaker: You can proceed, but I just

say leave some time for private members.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, regardless of the

questions I ask I hope there will be the same
time left. That doesn't bear on the quality of

the questions.
I'd like to redirect, if I could, on this issue

to the Minister of Northern Affairs, since as

one of the architects of this decision he will

understand a little better perhaps what pre-
ceded it. May I ask him that when he is

meeting with the International Nickel Com-
pany this afternoon he might indicate to them
that the government will disallow the special

exemptions that have been granted until the

year 1985, open-ended in amount, to process
and refine abroad, unless they do something to

maintain that work force in Sudbury?
Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, I don't

consider that a question.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary, since

it was under his aegis as the Minister of

Natural Resources, under section 131 of the

Mining Act, the minister granted exemptions
to Inco until December, 1985, in two in-

stances, to process and refine abroad, would
he like to indicate whether he will use that

special privilege granted to them as a nego-

tiating point to see if we cannot manage to

persuade them of their obligation to the

Canadian work force?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I think it's fair to say

that in our discussions with Inco, which will

start this afternoon, all areas affecting the

Sudbury basin and that particular company
will be carefully examined. The specific point
to which the hon. member refers, I'm sure

he realizes, lies with the Minister of Natural

Resources (Mr. F. S. Miller).

Mr. Lewis: Wipe your hands of it, eh?

Mr. Laughren: When the minister is dis-

cussing this with International Nickel, will
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he also in collaboration with his colleagues
in the cabinet take a look at section 113 of

the Mining Act, under which he makes exemp-
tions, so that we no longer grant exemptions
to companies such as Inco and Falconbridge
to ship ore elsewhere, because those are jobs

we're shipping out?

[2:45]

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I think the hon. mem-
ber is fully aware of, and the Treasurer has

made reference to, the processing allowances

that have been allowed the major companies
to encourage the further processing of those

ores in northern Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: It hasn't worked.

Mr. Lewis: Then you give them exemp-
tions.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Some companies have
taken advantage of that particular processing

allowance, such as Texasgulf, as the hon.

member well knows, in the Timmins area.

Mr. Lewis: But not Inco and Falconbridge.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The government's in-

tention is to push it that particular way-
Mr. Cassidy: You haven't shown that.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —and certainly we'll

discuss all those aspects

Mr. MacDonald: They thumb their noses

at you.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Oh, no, they don't.

Mr. Lewis: Just a quick supplementary:
When the minister granted those exemptions
from the legislation which was supposed to

make sure that things like this never did

happen in the Sudbury basin, did he know
that the investment in Indonesia would be $1

billion, in New Caledonia almost $2 billion,

in Guatemala almost half a billion? Was the

minister aware of the amount of money that

was going to other jurisdictions as our work
force was atrophying?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I think in granting those

particular exemptions all aspects of the op-
eration are looked at very, very carefully.

Mr. Laughren: Did you know that?

Mr. Warner: So you did know it.

Mr. McClellan: So you did know.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The immediate, the

short-term and the long-term interests of our

particular province are carefully considered.

Mr. Martel: I wanted to ask a supple-
mentary: Has it ever dawned on the govern-
ment that when these corporations are getting
these concessions and expanding their op-
erations in places such as Norway, that it's

going to be detrimental to the Canadian work
force? Does it ever dawn on the government?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Certainly it has, Mr.

Speaker, and I think the hon. members are

being-
Mr. MacDonald: But you don't do any-

thing about it.

Mr. Martel: You continue to grant exemp-
tions.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —a little naive, really, in

some of their arguments here this afternoon-

Mr. Lupusella: You cany on the same
policy.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —with regard to ex-

emptions under section 113.

Mr. Martel: Falconbridge.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The members are being
naive and they're not facing the facts, the

reasons why those exemptions were given-
Mr. Martel: Falconbridge? You gave them

the 1975 grant.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —to keep those jobs

going on an ongoing basis-

Mr. Laughren: Tell us about Falconbridge.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —on a short-term and

long-term basis.

Mr. Warner: You're a disaster.

Mr. Laughren: Do you know any workers,
Leo?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Oh, short-sighted. Boy!

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I have a second

question on the same subject to the Minister

of Labour, if I may: Since when my col-

league mentioned the potential layoffs to her

yesterday morning in committee she was
not aware of them at the time, does she

now see their full extent, and since implicit
in the statement today is something really

even more ominous—they say, "Further pro-
duction cutbacks may prove necessary and
could occur in the first half of 1978,"
which could mean many, many more men
out of work—is the minister prepared to de-

mand by way of legislation now for all

larger companies in Ontario that advance
discussion be entered onto with government
before any such calamitous decision is taken?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, much
as it would be desirable and I would hope
that the intentions of most large institutions

would be to provide us with advance infor-

mation, I suppose that I would have to say at

this point that I am not prepared to intro-

duce such legislation.

I believe that we can ask for this kind of

co-operation from responsible companies-

Mr. Lewis: They're not responsible.

Mr. MacDonald: They are not responsible.

They didn't give it to you.
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Hon. B. Stephenson: —and I believe, sir

that responsible companies will give us that

kind of co-operative action.

Mr. McClellan: Where are they?

Hon. B. Stephenson: If it is necessary to

lean vigorously upon them in order to at-

tempt to get that kind of information, I'm

prepared to do that.

Mr. MacDonald: After the fact.

Hon. B. Stephenson: But to legislate that

kind of requirement in what is supposed to

be a relatively free economy, I think, would
be entirely counter to the democratic pro-
cess.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, thank you. Free for the

workers who are on the receiving end. How
free is it for the worker?

Mr. Foulds: I wonder if the Minister of

Labour could indicate to us and lean on
Inco this afternoon to find out if the further

production cutbacks will affect Inco's mine
at Shebandowan in Ontario?

Hon. B. Stephenson: We shall be attempt-
ing, Mr. Speaker, to gather all of the in-

formation which we can, not only about this

immediate situation but projections for at

least the next year and longer.

Mr. Martel: Supplementary question, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: Final supplementary, the
hon. member for Sudbury East.

Mr. Martel: Since we're talking about such

responsible companies as Falconbridge,
which laid off a month after the vacation
time—that's responsibility—my supplementary
question is: Is the minister prepared to intro-

duce by legislation supplementary unemploy-
ment benefits similar to the agreement
worked out between the United Auto Work-
ers and the auto producers where, to force

more rationalization of production, the com-

pany must establish a fund and if layoffs
occur, the workers receive in addition to
their unemployment insurance benefits a sum
of 30 per cent, bringing them to roughly 95
per cent of ; their wages during the lifetime
of the layoff?
And instead of giving away our shirt we

penalize them for a change and make them
rationalize their production.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I would have to say
that I am not prepared to legislate sucn
action right at the moment.
Mr. Lewis: No. The minister is not pre-

pared to do anything.
Hon. B. Stephenson: I am prepared to look

at it, because it might be worthwhile to
consider introducing such legislation if and
when the price of nickel rises above the

devastatingly low price that it is right now.

But to introduce such legislation at the mo-

ment, I think would probably strap not only
the employees who would be receiving

benefits but all of the others who are em-

ployed by that company who are continuing

to work.

Mr. Martel: Who overproduced?

EDWARDSBURGH LAND ASSEMBLY

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, I have a ques-

tion of the Treasurer. In the matter of the

Edwardsburgh land assembly, I am wonder-

ing whether the Treasurer, as senior provin-
cial planner, agrees with his colleague from

Carleton-Grenville (Mr. Sterling) and would

support the immediate release of any and all

information respective to and about the

in'tial assembly of that particular land bank

and now, particularly, the Dillon report on

the alleged disposition of that particular

assembly?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, the re-

port was not commissioned by me. It was

commissioned elsewhere. It is under consid-

eration in the Resources Development secre-

tariat, as I understand it. Whether they have

completed it or not, I don't know. So I'm

not in a position to agree, as much as I

would like to, with the very fine member
for Carleton-Grenville. That is not my par-

ticular responsibility.

Mr. Conway: Supplementary: In terms of

the Treasurer's regional priorities budget,

given the fact this particular land assembly
was offered to the people of eastern Ontario

as a showcase for the future industrial de-

velopment of eastern Ontario, and given the

apparent and almost imminent collapse of

that showcase. I wonder what the minister

now has to offer by way of surrogate to the

people of eastern Ontario in replacement for

this showcase?

Mr. Breithaupt: It is called spilled milk.

Mr. Lewis: Trees.

Mr. Kerrio: A Minister for Eastern Ontario.

HOME HEATING AND INSULATION

Mr. Pope: Mr. Speaker, my question is

addressed to the Minister of Energy., In view

of the fact that the provincial government
has postponed the Ontario home insulation

program, in view of the fact that the federal

home' insulation program applies only to

homes constructed before 1921, and in view

of the fact that there are virtually no homes in

northern Ontario constructed prior to 1921,

would the minister request the federal gov-
ernment to apply different time-of-construc-

tion criteria to northern Ontario in its

programs?
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Mr. Riddell: Leave it all up to the feds.

Mr. Pope: What has been suggested by
the Liberals?

Interjections.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Would you call them

to order, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker: If we could have some order,

we might get an answer.

Interjections.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: That was an excellent

question, Mr. Speaker. That very point was

one of the concerns we had in my ministry

in connection with the federal program that

was unilaterally designed and announced.

At the staff level we did request that other

factors be taken into consideration, such as

regional differences, different types of con-

struction in different parts of Ontario and

the climatic conditions that the hon. member

speaks of. These are considerations that we
were concerned with. I may say also that

other provinces across Canada were concerned

with this type of problem in the present

federal program. We will work towards a

program, certainly at the federal level, which

would take into consideration differences in

regions and from province to province.

Mr. Conway: What about your election

promise?

Mr. Kerrio: Have you got a by-election

down there?

Mr. Epp: Supplementary: Since it costs

more in capital expansion of Hydro to pro-

vide an additional megawatt of power than

it costs in insulation to save one megawatt
of power, how can the minister possibly
claim that his decision to scrap the insulation

program will save money?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: At no time did I

suggest that the deferral of the proposed plan,

the fuel-savers plan, would save money on
the part of the consumers. What I was re-

ferring to was the budgetary limitation under
which I find myself.

I would also direct the member's attention

to the fact that on the whole there is great

emphasis at the present time in terms of

the residential consumer insulating his home.
The industry has mentioned that there is

quite a run on insulation and many people
foresee shortages in terms of insulation.

There's no suggestion that there be less sav-

ing on the part of the residential home owner.
On the contrary, I encourage the residential

home owner to—

Mr. Foulds: Except in a practical way.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: -insulate, but I don't
think there are that many houses across

Ontario which are heated electrically that it

would have a significant impact on the capital

expansion program of Ontario Hydro.
Mr. Samis: Supplementary: Since the min-

ister was aware of the economic forecast,
could he tell us why he promised this pro-
gram in the first place to the people of On-
tario in the midst of the election campaign,
with what degree of seriousness we should
even take him—
An hon. member: None at all.

Mr. Sam is: —and can he give the home
owners of Ontario any idea if they can ex-

pect to receive any consideration in the
future if they seek to insulate their homes
without waiting for the federal program to

apply to them personally?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, may I

correct the hon. member? There was no
promise made by me in connection with this

program. May I say that the suggestion-
Mr. Samis: May 18.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Just a minute, may I

say that the suggestion-
Mr. Cassidy: There was no promise?
Hon. J. A. Taylor: —of this program was

revealed by me during the last federal-

provincial conference on oil and gas pricing,
and the reason I made mention of the fact
that we were considering this program with-
in our ministry-

Mr. Cassidy: Was to win votes.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —was the fact that the
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources had
indicated that the federal government was
going to announce a $1.5 billion insulation

program. This came without consultation with
the provincial ministers.

Mr. Samis: Why did you promise it?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: So at that very point
I made mention of the provincial initiatives

in terms of conservation and insulation in

particular-

Mr. Samis: Why did you promise it?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —hoping that the federal

program, if it was developed, would take

into consideration the program or the pro-

posal that fay ministry had under way.
Mr. Samis: It didn't.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I admit that was
revealed prematurely by me, but only so

that that point could be taken into consider-

ation.

Mr. Samis: Why did you promise this?

Mr. Cassidy: So you could win votes.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, to refresh

the memories of the opposition, that was
well—
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Mr. Warner: Speaking of insulation, you
should be stuffed somewhere.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —before any election

was ever thought of.

Mr. Speaker: We don't want a speech. We
just want an answer to the question.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: If you would like a

longer answer, I can give you a longer
answer.

Mr. Lewis: On a point of privilege, to

correct a misstatement, the announcement of

the fuel-savers loan program was May 18,

1977.

Mr. Speaker: There is no privilege abro-

gated. That is not a point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: Of course it is. There was a

misstatement.

Mr. Speaker: It's not a point of privilege.

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary:
To show the insanity of the whole operation
over there, the minister decries the fact that

he doesn't have the $5 million in his budget
to do the home insulation program—that's his

motivation there—but he is—

Mr. Speaker: Question?

Mr. Sargent: —thank you—but he is asking
us to spend $1 billion with Denison Mines
for-

Mr. Speaker: I still don't hear your ques-
tion.

Mr. Sargent: —the future of uranium. How
does he relate $1 billion for uranium and
he can't spend $5 million for insulation? It's

insanity.

Hon. B. Stephenson: What is insanity?
What on earth is he talking about, does he
know?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, I think

there must be some confusion in the mind of

the the member, because—

Hon. B. Stephenson: In the mind?

Hon. J. A. Taylor: —pardon the expression
—because I really don't relate to that type
of question.

Mr. Sargent: On a point of order, Mr.

Speaker-
Mr. Speaker: There is nothing out of

order.

Mr. Sargent: Doesn't the minister know he
is spending $1 billion on uranium now?

Mr. Speaker: There is nothing out of order
here. The minister can answer in any way
he chooses. Does the minister have an
answer?

Hon. B. Stephenson: He did.

[3:00]

Hon. J. A. Taylor: I was wondering if the
member had a question.

Mr. Speaker: A new question, the hon.
member for Lakeshore.

ANACONDA PLANT
Mr. Lawlor: My God, it's difficult to get

in, Mr. Speaker.
To the Minister of Labour: I spoke to her

the other day about the real possibility of a

complete closing down of the Anaconda plant
in New Toronto. Since that time, what

thoughts has she had as to what she may do
to preserve the 875 jobs involved in this

plant and the whole industry itself in this

country?

Mr. Mac-Donald: Your system is collapsing
around you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, I think not. I

think capitalism is probably not only alive

and flourishing, but will make a rapid re-

covery.
Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding the opposi-

tion's attacks upon capitalism, in order to

capitalize upon the problems which are pres-

ently facing the people of Ontario, I should

like to respond to the question which the

hon. member for Lakeshore posed me.

Mr. Speaker: I wish you would.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Thank you, Mr.

Speaker. That company specifically is one
that has been investigated—the problem has
been investigated—by both the Ministry of

Industry and Tourism and by officials within

my ministry. I think it would be fair to say
that the concerns are perhaps premature at

this point, but nonetheless because the con-

cerns are there, discussions are being held
between the company and the officials of

Industry and Tourism. They are also involving
other levels of government in those discussions,

and we are attempting to work with the

union in that area to see, if indeed there are

problems, if there are some ways in which
we can head off in a preventive kind of way
the potential problems. But it is my under-

standing that the owners of the company do
have several potential buyers for the com-

pany.
The problem which was raised in estimates

yesterday is being explored. We have not

found the entire answer to that one as yet,

but when it is found we shall see what we
can do to resolve it as well.

Mr. S. Smith: Has she got an allowance

for fabrication in Ontario?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, Stuart, I am
insulted.
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LOSS OF DOCTORS
Mr. Johnson: A question to the Minister

of Health: In today's edition of the Toronto

Sun the headline screams "Report Slaps Doc-

tors." My question is, in view of the fact that

so many doctors are leaving or planning to

leave Ontario and relocate in Texas, Arizona,

or other southern states, with the financial

assistance of that state, and since headlines

such as this are encouraging them to decide

to leave, would his ministry undertake to

release a report indicating the number of

doctors we have lost in the past year? Sec-

ondly, would his ministry also issue a state-

ment of support for the many truly fine dedi-

cated doctors that we have in this province

and try to encourage them to remain here?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: Mr. Speaker, 111 be

glad to table such a report. There is one

just being completed that I asked for several

months ago and which has been prepared

based on discussions with the college and

various other sources, including the United

States immigration service.

I must say that I get a little concerned

about some of these reports and the way
that they are perhaps overblown. That par-

ticular report, as I read the press release—I

haven't had a chance to read the report by
this Dr. Morgan—but as I flipped through the

press release quickly yesterday, what he

seemed to be saying was—and I think that this

is a truism now—the fact that you spend
more money on health care doesn't mean you
are going to have a healthier society. That
seemed to be one of the crucial points, or

focuses if you will, of this report by Dr.

Morgan.
I accept that. I don't know that I can

accept that that should be interpreted by
some headline writer as being a slap at doc-
tors. I will certainly be glad to table such

figures, and I will be glad to comment
further on it at that time.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary: Is the minister

aware of the fact that there is a task force

of doctors touring the United States, anti-

OHIP, telling them that if they incorporate
some of the laws that we have in OHIP in

Ontario they will be moving to the States?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: It is not a task force.

I think it is in fact, if anything, a self-

appointed group of three doctors who are

going through the United States, I believe
at the invitation of the American Medical
Association. Their comments are not anti-

OHIP. Their comments tend to be saying,
in effect, they propose that the United States

establish a system of health care such as we

had pre-OHIP, which was the day of

OMSIP, the private insurers and so forth.

I'm not aware that any of the three have
said they're going there. I have to tell the
member that about three weeks ago, my senior
staff and I spent a day with the Hon. Joseph
Califano, the Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare of the United States. My im-

pression and my recollection of that meeting
were that he was saying that the Un
States has enough doctors, thank you, and
they may very well themselves in the not-

too-distant future be putting on the kind of

immigration controls which this country, at

the request—in fact, the demand—of my pre-

decessor, now Minister of Natural Resources,

imposed in the last two years.

There is one other thing I should say. It

seems that in all these reports it comes down
to dollars. There are certain factors in states

like Arizona and Texas with which we can-

not compete. First of all, the current doctor-

patient ratio in the state of Texas, for in-

stance, is about one to 1,300. In Ontario to-

day it's about one to 560 or 570. Obviously,

given that disparity, it's not that difficult to

establish a practice in the state of Texas

today.

Secondly, the state of Texas doesn't have an

income tax. We do. Thirdly, the overall in-

come tax rate of the government of the United
States is lower than that of the Dominion
of Canada.

Mr. Peterson: Do you blame the Treasurer
for all of this?

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: And the list goes on
and on. If it's strictly dollars and one wants

to talk about a comparison with the state of

Texas, we can't compete. We won't try.

Mr. Ziemba: Supplementary. Would the

minister be in favour of encouraging US
doctors, who might want to trade places
with the Canadian doctors who are going

there, and who might want to work under

our medicare scheme, to get away from the

high premiums of malpractice insurance that

are being levied there?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Let's not bring that

here.

Mr. Peterson: We don't need more doc-

tors. We have more doctors than hydro
workers.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: As a matter of fact

and this will come out in the figures I will

table—it is not entirely a one-way movement.
In fact, I'd have to say too, as a preliminary

comment, that it cannot be considered to

be an exodus.
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Mr. Peterson: We are exporting doctors

and importing hydro workers.

Hon. Mr. Timbrell: It is not a one-way
movement. We get a great many doctors

coming into Ontario from the United States

and from other provinces. I don't think it's

a matter of encouraging at all, although I

should say that the ones who do come in,

come in to fairly specialized positions, where
there is not a Canadian available, and we
check all those out to ensure that.

I have no intention of sending my deputy
minister or the head of OHIP or anybody else
down to the states to recruit doctors, none
at all.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE
Hon. Mr. Norton: I believe it to be a

point of privilege, Mr. Speaker. I stand to

have it reclassified by yourself if you should
see fit.

Mr. Breithaupt: He will.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I have just recently been
delivered a copy of a disturbingly misleading
Canadian Press wire story which has caused
me to rise on this point of privilege, be-
cause I would like to assure my colleagues
on both sides of this House that the implica-
tion in the story is inaccurate and misleading.

I presume that the story can only have
been based upon an interview, a brief one,
which I had yesterday in the corridors of
this Legislature with a particular female
reporter from the Toronto Globe and Mail-

Mr. Lewis: I am glad you identified the
sex for us. It is very helpful.

Hon. Mr. Norton: -and the matter under
suggestion-I will name the person if it

should clarify it for any other female re-
porter from that newspaper. It's the one and
only Miss Barbara Yaffe.

I will read, Mr. Speaker, the first para-
graph of the story. It says, "Keith Norton,
the Ontario minister of social services, says
he is in favour of allowing provinces to spend
federal dollars earmarked for social services
on roads, bridges and other priorities."

Mr. Lewis: That was in the story this

morning in the Globe.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I didn't see the story
this morning in the Globe. I apologize for

having not raised it at that time.

Mr. Lewis: It seemed perfectly in order.

Mr. Speaker: Order. Will the member for

Scarborough Centre just keep quiet.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Scarborough West, I'm sorry.
I could never accuse the member for Scar-

borough West to be in the centre of any-

thing except turmoil.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, if I might
conclude. My concern is that this story is, as

I have suggested misleading. It is a per-
version and distortion of the truth as it re-

lates to what I said in this building yester-

day. I did, in the course of that discussion,

indicate that I favoured the kind of flexi-

bility that would be permitted under a

block-funding proposal to plan for the needs
of the residents of this province.

Mr. Lewis: It is exacdy the same thing.

Mr. McClellan: It is exactly the same

thing.

Hon. Mr. Norton: But at no time in that

conversation was there any implication on

my part that I supported, as this story sug-

gests, the spending of money earmarked for

social services in this province on roads or

any other kind of priorities. I want to assure

my colleagues that is not the case, and it

will not be the case as long as I am in the

office that I hold at the present time.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Norton: If it is necessary, in

order to avoid this kind of perversion of the

truth, that I terminate communication with
that particular reporter, I will. And if my
colleagues hear of that in the near future, I

hope they will understand what has moti-

vated it.

Mr. Speaker: I consider that a legitimate

point of privilege.

Mr. Lewis: What about male reporters?

Mr. Sargent: That's the only thing you
guys have got to do all day.

CNR CUTBACK
Mr. Bolan: Mr. Speaker, a question of the

Minister of Northern Affairs.

In view of the fact that the minister an-

nounced at the end of September that the

Northlander rail passenger service, which is

operated by the Ontario Northland railway,
would have to cut back on its services after

October 30 because of an anticipated deficit

of $2 million at the end of its first year of

operation, is it still his ministry's intention

to proceed with the cutback? How can the

minister possibly justify a cutback in serv-

ices after only five months of operation?

Some hon. members: Shame.

An hon. member: What a northern min-

ister.

Mr. Lewis: He is paranoid. I told the

minister he would regret it.
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Hon. B. Stephenson: Not as much as you.

Mr. Speaker: There is too much under-

current of noise in the chamber. Will you
tone it down, please?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The Northlander trains

were placed in operation on June 8 of this

year on an experimental basis. I think the

experiment was for at least one train to

operate into the northeast. Two trains were

added on a daily basis—one into Timmins

and one into North Bay—in addition to the

conventional train that was in place.

There have been some substantial losses

in that particular experiment to date, mainly
because of a lack of federal government sub-

sidy on the passenger train service.

Mr. Conway: Such national unity.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The major rail lines

-the CPR and the CNR-do obtain those

kind of subsidies. My colleague, the Minister

of Transportation and Communications, is in

contact with the federal authorities in the

hope of gaining some assistance in those

losses, through the same formula that applies
to other major railways in this country.
Also, of course, to negotiate a better under-

standing with regard to the cost of operating
those trains on the lines owned and operatea
by the CNR. As the member for North Bay
knows, they are assessing us at $13 a mile

for operating those particular trains into the

northeast and that, too, is adding to our

burden.

Mr. Conway: Do something about it.

Mr. Pope: Talk to your friends in Ottawa.

Interjections

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I might say to the

hon. member that there has been a further

consideration given to this experiment. While
the discussions are going on with my col-

league and the federal authorities, there will

be an extension of the Northlander operation
to the service into the northeast—hopefully,
to the end of this year.

Mr. Bolan: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker: If it is very brief I will except
it. We have time for only one more question.

Mr. Bolan: It is very brief, Mr. Speaker.
Why does the minister consider a deficit of

$2 million excessive for the provision of a

rail passenger service to northern Ontario,
when this government subsidizes other trans-

portation into remote areas of northern

Ontario—such as the GO train and nor-

Ontario—to much vaster sums than $2 mil-

lion?

Mr. Conway: The Tories don't like the

north.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Carle-
ton East with a brief question—hopefully.

[3:15]

CONDOMINIUM LEGISLATION

Ms. Cigantes: A question of the Minister
of Consumer and Commercial Relations,
Mr. Speaker: Given that it is now a year
since his predecessor announced the creation
of the Ontario residential condominium study
group, can he tell us first of all when he

expects the study group report; and second,
when the owners of more than 100,000
condominium units in Ontario can expect
some legislative reform?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Mr. Speaker, I am ex-

pecting the copy of the report to be sub-
mitted to me some time within the next
four to eight weeks, depending on printing.
That's all that is holding it up at the present
time, I believe.

Mr. Breaugh: That's what was said in

August.

Mr. Cassidy: That's what was said in June.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: As soon as I have it

I will make it public immediately I would
hope discussions ensue shortly thereafter and,

depending on how they go, I would hope
to have something some time early next year,
but we'll have to see how the public dis-

cussion goes-
Ms. Gigantes: Public discussion?

Mr. Breaugh: Is the minister going to

bring Darwin back on another task force?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: The report is going
to be made public. Obviously there will be
discussion ensuing over the eight, ten or

twelve weeks after it becomes public. I hope
that we can get a handle on those recom-
mendations and the response to them, and
have something some time early next year.

Ms. Gigantes: That means another year.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: No, it doesn't mean
another year

Mr. Speaker: The oral question period has

expired.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

TOPSOIL PRESERVATION ACT

Hon. W. Newman moved first reading of

Bill 72, An Act to preserve Topsoif in

Ontario.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lewis: That's what they are going to

use the social service money for—to pay for

the topsoil.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Over my dead body.
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Mr. Foulds: Is this to prevent the drought?

Hon. W. Newman: Mr. Speaker, this bill

is permissive legislation to allow the muni-

cipalities of the province of Ontario to pass
the necessary municipal bylaws for the con-

trol and removal of topsoil in the municipali-
ties of the province.

ONTARIO GUARANTEED ANNUAL
INCOME AMENDMENT ACT

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener moved first reading of

Bill 73, An Act to amend the Ontario Guar-

anteed Annual Income Act, 1974.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Conway: Did they like the minister at

Carleton yesterday? How was the national

unity? Did she give the French a good go?

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mrs. Scrivener: Mr. Speaker, effective

on July 1 of this year the federal govern-
ment amended the Old Age Security Act to

change the residency rules for the old age

security pension to enable the payment of a

partial pension to persons who had not re-

sided in Canada long enough to qualify for a

full pension. The amendments to the Ontario

Guaranteed Annual Income Act bring On-
tario's legislation into line with the federal

legislation.

ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS
Hon. Mr. Welch: Before the orders of the

day, Mr. Speaker, I wish to table the answers

to questions 18 and 21 standing on the notice

paper as well as the answer to question 20.

(See appendix, page 967.)

ORDERS OF THE DAY

PRIVATE MEMBERS' PUBLIC BUSINESS

PRIVATE ROAD ACCESS ACT

Mr. Maeck moved second reading of Bill

63, An Act respecting Motor Vehicle Access

to Property by Private Road.

Mr. Maeck: In rising to speak to my bill,

An Act respecting Motor Vehicle Access to

Property by Private Road. I can't help com-

menting a little bit on the fact that my name
was drawn first both last year and this year
in the draw. I think I would like to inform

you, Mr. Speaker, that in fairness to other

members I don't intend to put my name in

the next time around to give everybody a

fair chance.

Mr. Ruston: Buy Wintario tickets, Lome.

fMr. Maeck: I must say it was probably
more embarrassing to the Clerk who drew
'.the name than it was to me.

Mr. Foulds: Anything can happen. They
didn't make you a cabinet minister, hang in

there.

Mr. Maeck: Luckily we did have the

media present so that everybody knows it was

honest and fair. However, I will step down
and let someone else have a chance at the

first ballot.

With regard to my bill, I would first like

to say that the problem I seek to remedy was

brought to my attention by a number of

people in my own constitutency. I have sub-

sequently found that the problem is really

quite widespread, particularly in what we
know as cottage country, in the province of

Ontario. The point I would like to make here

is that this is precisely the kind of problem
that I believe a private member's bill can

hope to remedy. Let me give an example of

what I am talking about.

In my riding there is a parcel of land that

runs out into the lake. Some 18 years ago
or more, the Crown sold the land and it was

divided into about 20 lots for the use of

cottagers. Since there was no road allowance

on the parcel, the cottagers got together and

agreed to build their own access road across

the rear of each lot. They paid for the

original construction and the subsequent up-

keep of the road themselves. For many years

this private road served the cottagers very

well.

Recently, however, one of the lots was sold

and the new owner sought to exercise his

property rights by closing the road. He
poured a number of loads of fill on the road

effectively preventing the other cottagers from

reaching their property. He sought the pay-

ment of an annual fee in return for opening
the road again. In my opinion this behaviour

was unconscionable and the stranded cottagers

should be provided with some type of relief.

This arbitrary closing of roads in my estima-

tion is a serious problem and one which this

bill could remedy.

What is happening now is that a cottager

may drive up to his lake only to find the

private road into his or her property barri-

caded. As a result he or she cannot reach

the property by car, which, especially in the

case of opening or closing the cottage, can

really present a serious problem. What my
bill is intended to accomplish is the preven-

tion of arbitrary closing of private roads

where legitimate owners or tenants are totally

dependent on those roads for motor vehicle

access.

It should be pointed out that problems of

this kind cannot arise any more. Under the

Planning Act and Various legislation no one
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is allowed to sever parcels of land which do
not have direct road access. What I'm talking
about are situations which developed in the

past which now pose problems. As I stated

previously, the intent of the bill is to prevent

arbitrary closing of roads.

In the bill I attempted to achieve that end

by placing the onus on the owner of the

property to obtain a court order. Of course

questions immediately arose as to the rights
of the owner who sought to close a road. The
road, after all, did cross his property. But I

am concerned that the rights of others would
suffer as a result of closing a road which has

been open by mutual agreement.
There are probably some cases in which

alternate road access is possible, perhaps by
developing an existing road allowance. What
worries me, though, are those cases like the

example I mentioned in which no other road
access is feasible. I might add that I would
like to see problems such as these amicably
settled, of course, by mutual agreement. It

should be possible for reasonable people to

agree on a method of keeping a private road

open where a number of owners or tenants

are totally dependent upon it for access to

their property. Unfortunately a happy resolu-

tion cannot be achieved in all cases, a great

many of which come to my attention as a

member of this Legislature. So I decided to

see what I could do to help resolve some of

these disputes and you now have the result

before you.
Since filing the bill on September 1 with

the Clerk, I have canvassed many who are

familiar with this particular problem. The
consensus would appear to be that the intent

of the bill is acceptable, but the mechanism I

propose requires some clarification. For in-

stance, I should not, perhaps, have used the

word "thoroughfare" in the bill, since the

roads I have in mind do not provide public
access from place to place or town to town.
As well, there may be some confusion regard-

ing the word "private." Perhaps what I

should have said is "existing."

The principal problem, as I see it, is with
roads that have been in existence for travel

for a number of years but that are not

recorded on title as municipally owned roads

or private road rights of way. In the case of

an arbitrary closing by a resident of a muni-

cipally owned or maintained road, where
there is doubt about the actual municipal
ownership of the road, the present situation is

that the municipality must prove to the

court's satisfaction that it does indeed have
a legitimate claim to the ownership of such
a road. This is a difficult task, given the

state of the historical records dealing with

such roads, as well as being costly and time-

consuming. While the case proceeds, the
residents who require the use of that road to

reach their properties are deprived of motor
vehicle access.

I understand the Ministry of Treasury,
Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs is

looking into a means of establishing that all

roads that are municipally maintained and
publicly travelled are indeed owned by a

municipality. If this can be established, then

many of the problems we currently face will

disappear. However, there will remain those

problems concerning the communal use of a
road by residents under an informal agree-
ment among the various property owners

using the road.

It has also been brought to my attention

that a number of persons and corporations
close a private road for 24 hours a year in

order to maintain their rights to the road.

These roads are otherwise open for the

public the rest of the year.
In any event, it is not my intention to

affect property rights adversely. I am inter-

ested only in protecting those property own-
ers and tenants who would have no other

means of access to their properties should a

road be arbitrarily closed.

In the bill you will notice that I sought
to place the onus on the person wishing to

close the road. He or she would have had
to apply for a court order closing the road

and 10 days' notice would be given those

owners and tenants who would be affected.

It's been brought to my attention that by
placing the onus on the owner, we might be

interfering with property rights. This, as I

have said, I have no intention of doing, and
for this reason, as well as for a number of

others, I have decided that the bill will

require some revision.

On Tuesday I delivered to the various

caucus offices copies of the bill as I would
like to see it changed. I hope that members
have had an opportunity to read the revisions.

The member for Nipissing (Mr. Bolan)
didn't see one? Sorry. If he didn't get one,

I left them at his caucus office, but I happen
to have another one here somewhere. I'll send

it over.

Mr. Lawlor: They are fairly extensive.

Mr. Maeck: Rather expensive, yes.

Mr. Foulds: Extensive.

Mr. Maeck: Yes, expensive and extensive.

Mr. Lawlor: I'm not worried about the

expense.

Mr. Kennedy: What's a million, Pat?

Mr. Maeck: From those revisions, mem-
bers can seen that I propose to have anyone
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wishing to close a private road give 90 days'

notice to those who would be affected. This

change, I believe, will remove the burden of

seeking a court order. It will also provide
affected parties with lots of time to reach

an acceptabel agreement either to keep open
or close the road, or find an alternate access,

or seek an injunction from the courts. If this

change is acceptable, and should the bill

go to committee, then I will have achieved

a great part of my objective.

If the 90 days' notice provision works,

there will be no such thing as an arbitrary

closing of a private road. In case of dispute,

matters will be settled as they are at present,
in a court of law.

Mr. Speaker, let me repeat that the objec-
tive of this bill is clear. I want to see the

arbitrary closing of private roads stopped
where there is great inconvenience to others

who are dependent upon that road for access

to their properties. I believe most hon. mem-
bers would agree with that objective. In
order to avoid some difficulties, I have in-

dicated that the mechanism used to achieve
that end should be altered from the original
bill that was printed.

[3:30]

The kinds of alterations I would like to

make have been drafted, as I mentioned, for

the members to read. Should this bill receive

approval in principle, it is my intention to
ask that it be directed to committee for

amendments to be made. At the committee
stage, it would be my intention to introduce
the amendments that have been given to
other members along with other amendments
that other members might propose.

I have been relatively brief; so I would just
like to restate the aim of the bill, which is

to prevent the arbitrary closing of roads. I

believe the principle is straightforward and
clear. I would, however, like to reserve the
remainder of my time to answer questions or
make clarifications, if any should arise. If

there are none, then, of course, I obviously
would not need any more time, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Bolan: I share some of the concerns
that the hon. member for Parry Sound shares
with respect to cottage owners who, all of a
sudden, wake up and find out there's a fence
strewn across the road they've been using for
the past 30 or 40 years. Coming from north-
ern Ontario and coming from a fairly inten-
sive tourist and cottage area, I find it's a
problem we run into quite frequently. In
fact, as a lawyer, I've had several occasions
to deal with cases of this nature. What
usually happens is that you commence an
action for a declaration that you have right-

ful usage over that road. You also bring an

injunction to prevent the owner from locking
it up and what have you. I'm sure the hon.

member for Parry Sound has received many
complaints from the constituents in his area

who are affected by this.

I support the fundamental idea of the

bill. However, in view of the fact that the

hon. member for Parry Sound will be bring-

ing the bill back to committee for some
modifications and changes, I would ask him
to consider certain changes that I have in

mind which don't take anything away from
the bill. I think some of the points I will

raise point out some flaws in the bill which,
if allowed to go through in its present form,
I don't think would be doing justice to either

the owner or the person who seeks the usage
of it.

First of all, I would like to deal with para-
graph 2(l)(c) where it says, "the closure is

of a temporary nature for the purposes of

repair or maintenance of the road." This
raises all kinds of possibilities. It raises all

kinds of questions. Who determines what is

of a temporary nature? Who is to determine
the definition of temporary? Is it a month?
Is it two months? Is it a day? Who deter-
mines and how does he determine when
repairs are needed?

Supposing that the owner of the land, the
owner of the road, really wants to be tough
about it. He can say: "If there's a rut which is

two inches deep, I consider that to be a
road which is in need of repair, as a result of

which, under the terms of this bill, I can
put up the gate," because the bill specifically

provides that you can put up a gate, or that

you can lock out other users of it if the
closure is of a temporary nature for the pur-
pose of repair or maintenance of the road.

Just what criteria do you use? How many
times can you close it down in one year for

purposes of repair? I don't know. These are

questions I pose to the hon. member who is

proposing this bill. I would ask that he have
a look at that feature of it because I can

really see where an obdurate owner could
create many problems for a person who is

a user of the road.

The other section I would bring to the at-

tention of the member for Parry Sound
is section 3(1). While it's true that the onus
is on the owner to show he has a right to

close this road, 3(1) states: "An application
for an order closing a private road may be
made to a judge in the county or district

court in which the proposed place of closure

is located and the application shall include a

description of the private road sought to be
closed." I'm quite certain that anybody who
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has a cottage and who does drive over a

private road realizes that this road can be

anywhere from 10 feet, 20 feet, 100 feet to a

mile long.

How are wc going to get a proper descrip-

tion of the road which is subject to this par-

ticular Act? One knows what the costs of

survey fees are. I would venture to say that

we would be looking at a minimum of $500

to $1,000 to a maximum of whatever the

length of the road may be, so if one is

suddenly faced with a need to close this

road because of certain abuses which the

users are perpetrating on it, one would have

to bring the application to the district court

judge.
Part of this application would have to be

a description of the road. He can't say:

"Starting from the northeast corner and fol-

lowing the oak tree 50 paces and then down
to the big boulder which is on the rise of the

small knoll, another 150 paces." We don't

do it that way, and any judge is going to

ask for a proper description of this road.

One then has to go to the surveyor and then

he is involved in fees which can be into the

thousands of dollars.

Mr. Foulds: It can be done by metes and

bounds.

Mr. Bolan: No, it can't be done by metes

and bounds, no.

Mr. Maeck: Most of that has been taken

out.

Mr. Lawlor: Look at the revision.

Mr. Bolan: Which revision is this?

An hon. member: We received it this

morning.

Mr. Bolan: In any event, it would appear
that that is covered by it.

The other point I would like to raise is

the question of notice. I realize the member
has changed it to 90 days. However, what

does concern me is the question of service.

Service can be effected by serving the person

personally, or as it says in the revisions, by
registered mail or by posting it on the land

in a place and manner that the notice is

conspicuous. We have to remember that

many of these people who are affected by
road closings are cottagers who reside out-

side of the area. They may reside in south-

western Ontario or they may reside in Penn-

sylvania or in Ohio. I don't think that if we
are dealing with such an important thing as

depriving the person of the use of land that

service should be in the manner as described.

I think service should be personal service. I

think the service by registered mail would in

some cases not result in the actual-

Mr. Lawlor: Did the member get a chance

to look at the revisions? Again, they have

changed it quite a bit there and they have

it posted up on the property.

Mr. Bolan: I am aware of what the hon.

member is saying, but it still does not in-

sist that service be made personally and I

feel there would be some serious and irre-

parable harm done unless service were
effected personally. Personal service is not

that difficult. One prepares the notice and
sends it down to the bailiff or to the sheriff

in the area where the person affected re-

sides, then he is served personally with the

document, so one knows then and there that

he has been properly served.

Again, one can envisage a situation where
the person comes to open up his cottage and
there is a gate across his path and he says:

"Well, my goodness, I haven't been served."

They will say: "Well, you were served by
registered letter," or "The notice was posted
on the tree," or "It was posted on the gate
near your property." What if the man has

been gone for six months? Maybe he moved
addresses. There could be 1,000 reasons why
he has not been served properly and the

only way to ensure proper service is personal

service, particularly when we are dealing
with something as fundamental as this, where
someone is trying to deprive a person of

use of a piece of land which he has been

using for a long period of time.

As I say, I support the bill in principle,

but I think the hon. member for Parry Sound!

might want to have a look at some of the

items I have raised.

Mr. Foulds: Mr. Speaker, the member for

Parry Sound has done the Legislature a great

service for being the first member selected to

discuss private members' bills on both occa-

sions that we have had the new system.

The first time he had that opportunity, he

brought to the attention of the Legislature

important principles of law, and I suppose

his first bill dealt with the very essence of

humanity—a matter of life and death. In my
view that's even more important than Tolstoy's

"War And Peace."

What is interesting is that in this bill he

brings to the attention of the Legislature in

a somewhat indirect way, but nevertheless

brings to the attention of the Legislature a

question that I suspect is even more funda-

mental to the conservative cast of mind in this

province, and that is the right of property.

Mr. Lawlor: Could anything be more

sacred?

Mr. Foulds: I plan to speak to the revised

version of the bill that the member provided
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us with, rather than the original form, so that

we can discuss in a sensible and logical way
what will go to committee, should the bill

pass. I do believe the fundamental principle
has been maintained in the revised version
of the bill; there has been no change in aim
or principle. I think that that would be quite
acceptable.
The hon. member in his opening statement

has given us some examples of why he con-
siders the bill necessary. The first question
that I would like to raise—he dwelt upon the

implications of the bill mostly in a rural and
northern context—and I would like to raise

the question with the member for considera-
tion in committee stage as to what are the
full implications of the bill in an urban con-
text. I think that is one question that we
should examine very thoroughly in committee
stage.

The hon. member made mention of the

plan, I gather by TEIGA, to find out how
many roads, if any, in municipalities, are not
owned municipally. I suspect there is a fairly

large number at the present time, and that

it would take a considerable period of time
for those to be phased into a municipal sys-
tem in terms of additional servicing costs that

may at the present time be borne by the

corporate owner or developer. This is only
an instinctive feeling, but the feeling I have
is that where it is applicable in an urban

setting, the bill will have provided a protec-
tion for people in that setting that they might
not otherwise have had up to this time.

In other words, I suspect there has been
a gap in the legislation, and that would cer-

tainly be worth investigating for our debate
in committee—that gap being that it is prob-
ably possible at the present time for a

corporation to develop a piece of property,
own the road systems in that piece of prop-
erty, have the homes along it rented or sold.

Then it is probably possible, although not

very often likely to be used, for the road-

way to be closed arbitrarily in an urban set-

ting at the present time. If that is so, then
this bill, I think, takes a step forward to

remedying that situation.

I guess the most clearly delineated1 example
that the member used was where a road had
been built by common consent of cottage
owners on what was in effect a peninsula.
The road went down the centre of the penin-
sula, infringing on properties on both sides.

All the people who owned cottages had
granted informally an easement so that the
road could be built and everyone would have
access to his cottage. Apparently a Johnny-
come lately owner near the end of the penin-
sula had taken his technical property rights

to close off that road. In that case, I would
have to say that Proudhon's dictum I think

legitimately applies that "property is theft."

As to the right and the crossing of that

property, he probably didn't know when he

bought the property that that piece of prop-

erty they closed off was in fact his property.
He bought the cottage lot on sight, rather

than on a narrow survey, and said, "I'm going
to fence off that piece of property."

[3:45]

Frankly, there are a couple of areas, even
in the revised bill, that I would like to see

tightened up, without infringing in any
common-sense way on property rights.

The first example I would like to use is a

hypothetical example but one that I believe

exists from time to time in the north particu-

larly. That is when bush roads are built by
pulp and paper companies or lumber com-

panies to cut limits, and the limits in many
cases are very extensive—7,000 or 8,000

square miles. I don't think there is any
single limit that is bigger than that, but

some of the combined limits go up to

14,000 or 16,000 square miles.

Over the course of time, those roads have

opened up lakes, and the Ministry of Natural

Resources has subdivided cottage lots on
those lakes. The owners of those cottages have

subsequently used the road built by the pulp
and paper company for access to their cot-

tages.

What bothers me is that it is possible, I

think, by only using the word "ordinarily"
in the definition section of the bill, that the

pulp and paper company could close the road

arbitrarily, because it could be argued, in

court at any rate, that the ordinary use of

the road was for extraction of timber from
the area and it is only as an incidental use

of the road that the cottagers are using it to

get to their cottages.

Therefore, I would also like to suggest
that we include in that definition some other

word such as "regularly," so that a cottage
owner who goes up to his cottage even once
or twice a year but on a regular basis, at

least has the chance to put an argument to

the judge that counteracts the argument of a

pulp and paper company that might be in

that position.

Of course, that doesn't infringe on the

right of the Ministry of Natural Resources
that exists at present to close any of those

roads under any circumstances should there

be a fire danger.
The other clause that I would like the hon.

member to take a look at if the essential

principle of the bill is to be adhered to, is
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the subclause of closure for maintenance,
2(l)(c). I think the member for Nipissing had
a couple of valid observations to make on that

point, that we should perhaps at some point
in the clause insert the words "bona fide," so

that the repair or maintenance is in fact

genuine. I think that clause could be used as

a loophole. Someone could put a barrier

across the road, shove a shovel in the middle
of a shallow puddle off from the road, or in

sand, and say, "I'm repairing the road." You
could then have an argument in court what,
in effect, would be genuine repairs to the
road.

I think we should also take a look at the

length of time there. I know this is difficult,

but if there is a small washout, it should
not take two summer seasons to repair it.

I'm afraid if the clause as printed at present
stays in without some qualification, such as

"for a reasonable period of time"—that's by
no means an iron-clad phrasing—but that

idea, I think, should be included in that

clause.

All in all, the general intent of this legisla-
tion I find very supportable, indeed, in that

especially it protects owners-
Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's

time has expired.

Mr. Foulds: Could I just finish the sen-

tence, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Yes, you may finish

the sentence.

Mr. Foulds: I won't even go back and
repeat the first part—of cottages and other

property from arbitrary measures, and things
that protect the citizens of Ontario from

arbitrary measures are not only good enough
for Junius in the Globe and Mail, but in

this particular instance they are good enough
for me.

Mr. Kennedy: I am pleased to rise in sup-
port of this bill, in fact in support of both
bills that are going to be heard this after-

noon.

The member for Lakeshore mentioned

something of the cost of this, or it was
mentioned earlier as an aside. That is no
great concern here as I see it, but it certain-

ly is in the second, along with the bureauc-

racy that is needed. If it does pass, I

would hope it goes to committee where these

things can be sorted out. As I say, I am in

support of both of them this afternoon.

This bill is filling a need that has caused

hardship on occasions. I have some familiar-

ity with instances such as this bill is designed
to remedy. None of us likes to be in a

position where we are left stranded on ar-

riving on a rainy Friday night, with the

children screaming in the back of the car

and this type of thing, to find the gate
closed across the roads. It causes very human
problems. Where a person has enjoyed in-

formal access either under informal agree-
ment or perhaps no agreement for many
years, then this access can be stopped up
without any notice or indication at all.

The subject matter is attractive to me be-

cause it can alleviate such problems as this.

I am in support of this principle. I am sure

the hon. member will agree that arbitrary

closing is a hardship that should not be en-

dured by owners or tenants or leaseholders

who have access through or over a private

road,

Mr. Lawlor: But surely a man should be
able to do whatever he wants with his own
property.

Mr. Kennedy: A very good point. Just bear

me out and hear the rest of the point.

This is the first thing, as a matter of fact

—to the member for Lakeshore—that struck

me. I recall a number of years ago when
the member and myself were putting through
some private members' bills I had one with

respect to the right of entry which was a

protection to private owners from the in-

trusions of authority without proper notice.

I don't know whatever became of that. I

think it might be built into the revised

Municipal Act at this point.

Anyway this came up. I don't believe

owners should have their legitimate rights

interfered with. They tell me, with or with-

out this, it is necessary or can be necessary

for an owner who stops up a road to obtain

a court order because this can be protested
or challenged by the private owners who are

not longer able to use the road and they

can go to court. In the meantime, the road

is blocked. The bill is to alleviate this. If

there is a very slight infringement on civil

rights or property rights for a few days—
and it doesn't have to be 90 days—they can

settle the thing in advance or perhaps in a

week, if they are not living out of the

country, as the member for Port Arthur

suggests.

There is one change I would like the spon-

sor to consider in this. Maybe it is a matter

of clarification, but if it goes to committee

it could be dealt with. I may be picking

a nit on it. It is section 2(1) where I have

underlined the word "all". The change is

"prevents 'all' road access." That perhaps

covers it, but I would suggest after the word

"access" he should insert "over such road"

because "all road access" I can interpret as

being road access that could go in any other
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direction. Perhaps that would clarify it. Per-

haps the underlying word "all" in the bill

covers the point.

The problem is generally only relevant to

cottage country but as I mentioned it can be
a hardship.

Mr. Lawlor: You have a lot of private
roads in your riding.

Mr. Kennedy: We have driveways. Your
own driveway, yes.

Mr. Lawlor: All those estates south of the

highway.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Kennedy: Those are private roads to

your own property. Those are driveways. We
are not talking about driveways.

Mr. Lawlor: The same thing.

Mr. Kennedy: You should consult a lawyer.
There are lots of instances where no other

way in is possible. So we move this forward
and I support it, to overcome that.

I agree with the member. I had a couple
of notes, and I am sure the member for

Parry Sound will touch on these points. The
member for Nipissing mentioned mainten-
ance. In cottage country this is usually a
shared agreement by the owners to put on
some gravel or perhaps fix a culvert and
this type of thing. Rut again, I think the

24-hour clause covers that point.

Legal descriptions: This throws a curve,
if someone did have to get an involved legal

description, and certainly surveyors don't

come on a low budget in this day and age.
In committee or perhaps if the member re-

sponds, section 3(2) and 3(3) mention where
the judge considers proper. I don't know if

this would take you around the problem of

obtaining a precise legal description. The
owner or the tenants or cottage owners
whose access was being impeded could say
to the judge. "That road is to our lake, you
know where it is, Judge. They've blocked
it up." Whether he would accept that or not
—or whether he would consider that proper
in the circumstances—I would hope so.

Personal service: I don't think that should
throw us, because there are so many pieces
of legislation whereby notice must be served
on people'. You could go to any one of so

many Acts and use that as reference material
in order to ensure that appropriate and
proper service was given.

I commend the member for bringing this

forward, and as I said at the outset, I am
pleased to support the bill.

Mr. Kerrio: Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this bill. I would like to tell the member
for Parry Sound that I am a frequent visitor

to his area, that I spend much of my leisure

time in the north, and this particular—

Mr. Lawlor: You spend a lot of time in the

north then.

Mr. Kerrio : —bill addresses itself to a very

important problem that exists for some peo-
ple, not only property owners but those

people who travel throughout the north.

I have listened with interest to many of

the comments by my colleagues and I concur
with many of them. If I were to offer some-

thing constructive in the way of the drafting
of this bill it would relate to section 2. I

think it may be very significant and I hope
the member for Parry Sound will make note
of it and if such part should be altered in

any way he may address himself to it.

It says specifically in section 2 that "no per-
son shall construct or place a barrier or other
obstacle over a private road that as a result

prevents road access to one or more parcels
of land"—I won't go into the subsections. I

am suggesting that an owner could alter the
road in another way or other ways that would
prevent access over the road. Typically, he
could remove a bridge, or come in with a
bulldozer and remove a part of the road. I

think if the member will read the bill care-

fully he'll find that possibly this part has

really not been covered adequately, so that

this bill could be circumvented by such action.

[4:00]

I had another concern and I'm sorry to

say I just got the revised copy of your bill.

The member has addressed himself to many
areas that were of concern to me. One of

great concern to me is the fact that I think
it's important that we in this Legislature
protect the rights of the individual property
owner and that we make very sure that in

such legislation, where the owner is not go-

ing to get any more services for the situa-

tion that may develop in the closing of such
a road, that we don't put him to any great

expense to defend his position. I think it's

incumbent on us to make certain that that

doesn't happen.
So, in closing, I'm pleased to support

this bill. I hope the member will take those

few remarks into consideration and I think

that that, in fact, is all I would have to

offer in this debate.

Mr. Philip: I rise in support of this bill,

Mr. Speaker, and I will also be supporting the

next bill. The case that the member for

Parry Sound used in his lead-off speech is

not an isolated one. I've run into several

similar examples in different parts of the

province: roads which, for whatever reason,

are not legally recorded and can cause
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problems, the needless legal expense that can

result from misunderstandings and alter-

cations, often ones that are human relations

problems and have nothing to do with the

particular property. These needless expenses,

I think, can be to some extent overcome by
this kind of bill.

The fact is that the major principle and

purpose of the bill, which is to stop the

arbitrary closing of the road, is one that I

don't think anyone in this House can op-

pose. The member for Parry Sound has in-

dicated he is willing to have the bill go
into committee, and some of the points raised

by previous speakers for consideration, I

think, are ones that may well be looked at

in committee, but certainly are not reasons

for offering any opposition to the bill.

Lest anyone think this bill is merely one

that affects the cottage country areas, let me
share with you the fact that my colleague,

the member for Yorkview (Mr. Young), in-

forms me he has run across examples where
this bill would be of assistance to residents

in his riding, many of them immigrants who
purchased property without perhaps sufficient

legal counsel-

Mr. Laughren: Poor legal counsel.

Mr. Philip: —who have in fact had diffi-

culties in the area of York county. The
member for Port Arthur has just asked the

question of application to urban settings, and
I think that perhaps the experience of the

member for Yorkview, then, is some confir-

mation of the need to look at this.

The clause concerning the closure of the

road for maintenance or repair certainly needs

strengthening. One might argue that no one
would have any, or one might argue that one

would not likely have, an economic reason for

unreasonably holding up access. However, the

fact is that often in cases like this, it's not

an economic problem, but a human rela-

tions problem; someone just doesn't get on
with his neighbour. This kind of legislation

will help to regularize that kind of situation.

In voting for the bill, for any bill, one
must consider not only who will have some

advantage as a result of the bill, but also who
can possibly be damaged by the bill. I made
a number of telephone calls to those whom
I thought might be interested in this par-
ticular bill. The last person I was talking

to was one of the researchers at the Ontario

Federation of Agriculture. It's significant that

while not everyone I spoke to was in favour

of the bill in the sense of seeing some definite,

concrete advantage to him or to his interest

group, no one that I spoke to saw any dis-

advantage to his particular group.

I would therefore voice once again my sup-

port for the bill and my compliments to the

mover of the bill.

Mr. Handleman: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to speak on this bill at all and I'm par-

ticularly delighted to be able to speak in

support of it. I speak in support of it because
I feel it is most appropriate for a discussion

at this particular time of the week. I have
had other responsibilities in this Legislature
and I have found that in many cases, in my
opinion, some of the bills that were intro-

duced were not appropriate for this particular
hour. This one is.

It fits the philosophy that I've had of gov-
ernment for a long time in that it's declara-

tory. It does not involve the government in

the administration of anything. It does not

require any regulations. Nowhere in the bill

is a ministry, a minister, or the Lieutenant

Governor in Council mentioned, and that is

the kind of law I like to see.

Mr. Lawlor: These are all the virtues of

it.

Mr. Handleman: We leave it to the courts,

and I think the hon. member for Lakeshore
would agree that—

Mr. Wildman: It is the only kind of law
that can operate well under your govern-
ment.

Mr. Handleman:—the courts are the best

arbiter of this kind of legislation.

There is a need for it—not a burning public,

urgent need, but the member has spotted a

problem that exists in this province. A number
of people suffer from the deficiencies because

the law does not cover this kind of situation

and therefore he has quite appropriately used

the privilege that has come to him by lot to

bring forward to this Legislature a remedy
for that land of problem.

Throughout the discussion a great deal

has been made of cottage territory. I want

to make it quite clear that I speak in support
of this from personal experience in an urban

and suburban area. We haven't always had

the very sophisticated planning devices that

are now in place. At one time, I lived in a

subdivision that was registered some 70 years

ago in an urban area. Through inadvertence

or lack of control, a builder built four houses

on three city lots. The obvious remedy that

would come to mind now would be to tear

down one of the buildings. In those days we
were a little bit more practical. An arrange-

ment was worked out so that one of the

property owners gained access to his property

by entering it through somebody else's lot.

It was a matter of goodwill, a matter of

friendliness, a matter of neighbourliness.
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That's the kind of thing that does apply in

most places in this province under those cir-

cumstances. But every so often in a fit of

pique, as the member for Etobicoke men-

tioned, a person will deny his neighbour the

right of access.

What this bill does, no matter what the

clauses may say, is to provide a cooling-off

period when a person who is denied that kind

of privilege can try to persuade the person
who has denied him the privilege of entry
to allow him to do it. If the person who has

done the denial has good cause, he can prove

it, in a court if necessary. I feel this kind of

cooling-off period would result in very few

cases going to court, that the thing would be

settled as a matter of agreement between

people who are reasonable, and in the odd

case where there is going to be an arbitrary

closing of a road, the court can provide some
relief to those who are denied access to their

property.

In so far as it interferes with the absolute

right of control over private property, there's

nothing new about that. I think this Legisla-

ture, this government and all governments

everywhere in the civilized world have recog-

nized that in the public interest there must

be some control over the absolute right to

enjoy private property.

I was somewhat interested in hearing the

member for Port Arthur support the bill on

the ground of potential corporate abuse,

which I suppose meets his philosophy. What-
ever the support for this bill and for what-

ever reasons, I welcome it.

I want to congratulate the member for

Parry Sound for having brought this forward

because I do say again that this kind of bill

should be brought forward in private mem-
bers' hour and should be supported by mem-
bers on all sides of the House. I'm pleased
to see that it has been.

Mr. Lawlor: That's the best speech you've
ever made.

Mr. Speaker: The next member I have on

this list is the hon. member for Renfrew
North (Mr. Conway). I'll recognize the hon.

member for Algoma.

'Mr. Wildman: Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of this bill and I want to congratulate
the member for Parry Sound for introducing

it. Although there have been statements made
about the application of the bill to urban

centres and so on, I think it has special

application to the north and to ridings like

mine.

In many areas of unorganized territory in

northern Ontario, there have been develop-
ments in the past which did not follow the

planning procedures that normally are fol-

lowed in municipalities. As a result, there

are sometimes situations were people have

cottage lots or permanent homes that can

only be reached by crossing someone else's

piece of property. That's also sometimes

true because of the topography of the area:

There might be a road allowance in an area

but in the old days, when it came to build-

ing the road, it was too difficult to cross a

sudden rock outcrop in the middle of the

road allowance and they just went around it.

In many cases, going around it meant going
across private property.

As was mentioned by the member for

Nipissing, this just doesn't mean you're talk-

ing about short pieces of road. In some cases

in my area you're talking about crossing two

or three miles of large bush lots that are

aetaully owned by someone else.

Since I was first elected in September
1975, I've had a number of cases come to

my attention in areas that were unorganized
and have since become municipalities where
the history of the easement, if there was

one, is very unclear. There have been ques-
tions as to who has the right to control the

road because it's a new municipality. Does
the owner of the property control the road?

Do the people who are using the road control

it?

There have been suggestions that if pub-
lic moneys were expended on the road for

maintenance in the past, it could mean that

it was public. There might have been a

roads board or a statute labour board in the

past that spent some money on maintenance,
but I understand in law that's very unclear

and very questionable. Just because public

moneys have been spent on the road, the

fact is it still may not be a public road.

What is most commendable about the bill,

I think, is that it makes it impossible now
for an arbitrary closing, a sudden closing,

where people are not informed in advance.

That's the most attractive thing about the bill.

One other thing that I think is also good
about it is that in giving this 90-day period,

it makes it possible for a mutual agreement
to be worked out; hopefully that can avoid

having to go to court to solve the whole

problem in that manner but, if that's neces-

sary, fine.

Also, I liked the comments in the opening
statement of the member for Parry Sound
where he suggested that in some cases it

might be possible now, with our better tech-

nology and perhaps more money to be spent,

actually to build an alternative access along

a road allowance; that kind of agreement
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could be worked out if a municipality is

being organized.
For those reasons, I want to commend the

member for Parry Sound for introducing the

bill and to assure him that he has my sup-

port on second reading.

Mr. Speaker: If there are no other mem-
bers who wish to speak, the hon. member for

Parry Sound has the right to use his unex-

pended time.

(Mr. Maeck: Mr. Speaker, I don't intend

to use the nine minutes that are allotted to

me but I do want to thank the members
most sincerely for their support on this par-
ticular bill.

I believe it is a good piece of legislation.
There is no question that some amendments
will have to be made in committee if it

passes the vote later this afternoon. But I do
have some concerns about some of the things
that have been mentioned by the hon.

members.
Some of the items that the member for

Nipissing spoke about, of course, were con-
tained in the original bill and have been

changed in the proposal that I have put
before the members of the Legislature. I

believe the matter of maintenance in that

particular section will have to be dealt with
further.

The matter of personal service is some-

thing I thought about for a long time. Un-
fortunately, there are cases where we have

people from the United States and other
areas who own property and could be affec-

ted. To be able to give proper service to

those people—that is, personal service—may
be very difficult. I did change the matter of

service in my proposal from registered mail
to notices handed to an adult who is an

occupant of the land or to the notice posted
on the land in a place and manner that

makes the notice conspicuous to an occupant
of the land. I thought that would, perhaps,
cover the situation. However, we can debate
this further in committee.

[4:15]

There were other suggestions made by
various members who took part in the de-

bate, but I believe those are things that
should be debated if and when we go to

committee. Again, I thank the members very
sincerely for their support.

'Mr. Speaker: That concludes the debate
on item 1.

SMALL BUSINESS IN ONTARIO ACT
Mr. Eakins moved second reading of Bill

64, An Act respecting Small Business in

Ontario.

Mr. Eakins: Mr. Speaker, it is with pleas-
ure that I rise to introduce my private mem-
ber's bill, an Act respecting Small Business
in Ontario. As indicated to you previously, I

will endeavour to confine my remarks within
the 15-minute range and, if necessary, to sum
up with a response to any concerns that

might be expressed.

We, in our party, are committed to the

support of the independent entrepreneur and
the free enterprise system which is an integral
and important part of Canada's democratic
tradition. In the past, free enterprise has

helped our country to grow and to prosper.
It has a vital role to play in the future of
our nation, particularly with respect to sus-

taining and strengthening our economy.

Mr. Laughren: It's doing a lot for Sudbury.
Yes, tell us more. Great system. Creating all

sorts of jobs. What a joke.

Mr. Eakins: The very survival of this sys-

tem depends not only on a viable big business

sector but, more importantly, on a wide-

ranging and flourishing small business com-

munity. The great potential of small business

has been clearly demonstrated. It is flexible,

able to adapt quickly to changes in the market
and possesses great capacities-

Mr. Mackenzie: Free enterprise, and you
want government controls.

Mr. Eakins: —for technological and other

innovation. However, small business has been

neglected by governments in this country
and its importance diminished by comparison
with the large corporations. For example, it

is not heavily favoured for subcontracting as

in the case of Japan, Germany and the United

States where governments have fostered and

supported the growth and development of

small business.

While we have at present in Canada a

very widespread small business sector, typical

of any large country with a comparatively
small population, it has not to date been able

to develop even a small percentage of its full

potential. I believe we must now move as

quickly as possible to give increased emphasis
and impetus to the small business sector

because it is uniquely adapted to cope with

the kind of economic conditions which pre-
vail. Our sagging economy needs assistance

from every sector in the business community
and small business can make a very consid-

erable impact on our current critical unem-

ployment situation.

If we are to have any hope at all of reduc-

ing today's tragically high unemployment, of

strengthening our economy by meeting the

challenges of today's competitive markets,
we must drastically readjust our ideas and



948 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

our priorities. The old concepts of large

companies of increasing concentration are

outdated. Large companies may be efficient.

Mass-produced items may be inexpensive—
maybe. However, big business does not have
the flexibility to adapt to today's conditions

of slower financial growth.
Here in Ontario, we desperately need to

ease the pressures on our highly congested
urban centres and to improve the tax base
and development of our smaller communities.

Small business ventures are ideal for this

purpose. Moreover, they can be crucial to

reversing the present economic trends. Many
of our current economic problems are caused

by an inability to adjust to the new realities,

by carrying over into the seventies the prac-
tices and ideas of the more prosperous, more
buoyant sixties.

An even greater challenge will face us in

the next decade. We simply must conserve
our resources, particularly our energy sup-

ply, and increase our efficiency. Inevitably,

energy prices and in fact energy supplies are

going to have a major impact on the future

of this country. Domestically and in the

international arena, rising costs are making
large, wholly automated, capital and energy
intensive, centralized enterprises less viable.

This country's future economic develop-
ment and the standard of living of all Cana-
dians will depend to a great extent on our

ability to become more self-reliant and con-
servationist. New technologies, such as solar

heat and others, lend themselves to small

operations and small-scale equipment, with
a considerable potential for export to other

countries, particularly the developing nations.

Bearing in mind the vital importance of

energy-related transportation costs, smaller,
more localized firms will be more energy-
saving than large, regional or national enter-

prises. With developing technology, there
will in the years ahead also be much greater

emphasis on small-scale operations which take

advantage of local resources.

I believe there can be no question that a

strong and expanding small business sector

will enable this province and this country to
be more competitive and more self-suffi-

cient. Clearly, the time has come when we
must accept the fact that we can no longer
rely upon our natural resources or our bor-

rowings in the international money markets
as a means to compensate for our enormous
trade deficit. Small firms have the potential
to make a major contribution to the balance
of payments by replacing imports.

This is just one example of the extent to

which a strengthened and expanded small
business sector would generate essential eco-

nomic and social benefits for this province
and for the country as a whole. We in our

party have a fundamental commitment to

competition and diversity as essential ele-

ments of a prosperous, democratic society.

We believe that deconcentration of economic
and political power will create conditions in

which people are able to contribute to society

in a meaningful way.

Today, more than perhaps at any other

time in our history, Canadians need to know
that they have a contribution to make; that

they have a stake in this country and its

future. A thriving small business sector en-

courages individual initiative and the devel-

opment of a full personal potential in the

business world. As a general rule, small firms

offer wider scope to the individual, the pos-

sibility of making a greater, more personal
contribution and also, in many cases, increased

opportunity for personal advancement.

The social benefits of small business can-

not be overlooked. The great majority of

people have an inborn desire to be inde-

pendent—in the language of our times, to do
their own thing. In our highly industrialized

western society, there is little room for the

discovery and development of the talents of

the craftsman and the artisan. There is a

great deal of on-the-job alienation. Many em-
ployees drag through their working days in

jobs which they consider soul-destroying.
Small firms help to build communities and
individual self-reliance. They can be the

catalyst through which individuals develop
unique talents and skills, and the channels

through which society can benefit from these

talents and skills.

Earlier this year, the European Economic
Community released a study of small and
medium-sized businesses which indicated that

the small firm sector could be an important
factor in the reduction of alienation and
social tensions. The study maintained that,

and I quote: "Since small and medium-sized

undertakings are so important for job stability

and the maintenance of industrial peace, all

social legislation should be geared towards

maintaining independent businesses."

Over the past year, the number of unem-
ployed in Ontario has been rising significantly.

As of September, more than 262,000 were un-

employed in this province. That's a real rate

of 6.5 per cent; a seasonally adjusted rate of

7.3 per cent. Again for September, the num-
ber of unemployed young Ontarians, those un-

der 25 years of age, was 139,000 or 12.1 per
cent. Before this situation becomes even more

serious, we must find the means to stimulate

our economy and create jobs.
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The small business sector employs between

50 and 60 per cent of all working Canadians.

Small business is labour intensive and can

create new jobs much more quickly and

cheaply than capital-intensive industries. It

has been estimated that the small firm sector

can produce a new job for under $5,000,

while the capital-intensive sector may require

anywhere from $70,000 to several hundred

thousand dollars or even $1 million, depend-

ing on the industry. Our party believes that,

if for no other reason, the small business

sector should be supported and promoted
because of its job creation capacity in view

of this province's high unemployment.
In this connection, during the recent elec-

tion campaign and the months since, we
have proposed a program for government to

work with small business to create the jobs

we need by paying 20 per cent of the salary

for each additional worker hired by a small

business. We have proposed that this should

be done up to a net gain in previously un-

employed people of 10 persons per firm for

a three-year period for salaries up to $10,000

per year.

This is not a short-term make-work pro-

posal. The objective is to create much-
needed new permanent jobs. A healthy eco-

nomy should consist of a mix of small, me-
dium and large firms, since each enterprise

has a different optimal size in terms of effi-

ciency and effectiveness, depending on the

market it serves.

In order to preserve the necessary balance

to prevent a natural tendency towards in-

dustrial concentration a constant flow of new
venture startups is essential. Small firms oper-

ate most effectively and efficiently in specific

sectors. While government policy has done

much to assist medium and large corpora-
tions through the use of such measures as tax

incentives, writeoffs, credits and deferrals,

little has been done to aid small business.

Policies designed to benefit large corpora-
tions often have a negative impact on the

small business sector which must be viewed

as a separate entity with different problems
and different needs. In order to enable small

business to continue and to expand its role

in the economy, government must provide
assistance through incentives and programs

specifically designed to ameliorate the prob-
lems facing this sector.

Such action is long overdue. The time has

come when we must make a definite and

firm political commitment to the small busi-

ness community. My party has already made

such a commitment. Last April we released

a policy paper, "New Directions for Small

Business," to which my proposed bill is a

logical follow-up.

In brief, the bill defines a small business

and allows the Minister of Industry and

Tourism, by regulation, to utilize other cri-

teria in determining what constitutes a small

business, which will vary from industry to

industry. The object of the legislation is that

the government of Ontario shall aid, counsel,

assist and protect, in so far as possible, the

interests of small business.

Provision is made for the establishment of

a target of 40 per cent of total government

purchases, contracts or subcontracts for goods,

services and real property to be placed with

small businesses within a period of three

years. This figure of 40 per cent is consid-

ered reasonable by many people, including

the Canadian Federation of Independent
Business. The United States small business

legislation has been in effect since 1953, al-

most 25 years, and at this time over one-

third of government contracting goes to

small business. However, the US legislation

in this respect relies upon persuasion. It is

not mandatory.

The bill proposes a small business certifi-

cate to designate a business enterprise con-

sidered to be in a sound financial and pro-

ductive position for the purpose of this Act,

which certificate may be revoked if the min-

ister determines it is no longer a small busi-

ness or in a sound financial and productive

position.

Where tenders are sought by the govern-

ment or its agencies, a tender submitted by
the holder of a small business certificate shall

be accepted if all specified minimum require-

ments are met and the price quoted is no

higher than any other qualified applicant.

The minister would be required to develop

the small business subcontracting program
to enable small businesses to be considered

fairly as subcontractors and suppliers to con-

tractors. Such a program would include a

provision that any firm awarded a govern-

ment contract over $500,000 shall employ a

small business liaison officer to be responsible

for subcontracting portions of the work to

small businesses wherever possible.

Provision is made for the minister to assist

small business to obtain government con-

tracts for research and development and to

assure that small business benefit from re-

search and development performed under

government contracts or at government ex-

pense. Preference shall be given to Canadian

owner-managed businesses in allocating re-

search grants and loans.

[4:301
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The minister may consult with a represen-
tative of representatives of one or more
small businesses to encourage the formation

of co-operatives capitalized by a group of

small firms with resources provided by them
for the provision of central services-

Mr. Makarchuk: Get after the Liberals

and give them power to start banks.

Mr. Eakins: —or for the purpose of ob-

taining raw materials, equipment, inven-

tories, supplies or the benefits of research

and development, or for establishing facil-

ities to undertake and utilize applied re-

search.

Establishment of a standing committee of

the Legislature is recommended, to be
known as the small business committee,
which would review and report upon all

aspects of small business actively warranting

legislative attention, such a committee

would, of course, receive submissions from
various groups, as well as consider govern-
mental and private assistance available with

respect to training, manpower and manage-
ment development, research, technical and
scientific assistance.

This bill is the first of its kind in Canada.
No other Canadian jurisdiction, federal or

provincial has a Small Business Act. We
believe this bill deserves the support of all

parties in the Legislature. We believe that

legislation of this kind is urgently needed.
If this bill comes into effect in Ontario this

could mean a major breakthrough for the

small business community and may well set

a precedent to be followed throughout the

country.
I am confident that members of this

Legislature, whatever their party affiliation,

realize that it is absolutely vital that we
come to grips with the problems which face

the people of Ontario.

Mr. Conway: Even the socialists.

Mr. Eakins: Jobs must be created for the

thousands of Ontarians who are unem-
ployed. Our economy must be strengthened
and without delay.

Mr. Foulds: Cut out that rhetorical, hypo-
critical-

Mr. Eakins: Small business has a critical

contribution to make. The time has come to

put aside partisan considerations and take

whatever measures are necessary to prevent
further deterioration in the state of our

economy and avert the disastrous effects of

continuing high employment. Here in the

Ontario Legislature, we have the opportu-
nity in passing a Small Business Act to set a

precedent for the rest of Canada to follow.

I would ask all members, those on the

government side of the House as well as

those in both opposition parties, to support
this bill in principle so that it may progress
without delay to the committee stage if

necessary, where it can be discussed in de-

tail and where possible accommodations
can be made.

Mr. Foulds: And take out the preamble.

Mr. Eakins: If we are to solve our present

difficulties, time is of the essence.

Mr. Ziemba: I rise in support of Bill 64—

Mr. Conway: That frightens me.

Mr. Germa: It frightens me too.

Mr. Mackenzie: We didn't think you
wanted the bill passed.

Mr. Ziemba: —An Act respecting Small

Business in Ontario. I agree with the prin-

ciple of the bill, but the preamble doesn't

make sense.

Mr. Makarchuk: Typical liberal legisla-

tion.

Mr. Conway: When did socialists worry
about sense?

Mr. Ziemba: To quote: "Whereas the

essence of Ontario's socio-economic system
is embodied in the principles of free enter-

prise," and so on. This is silly and offensive.

Ontario's socio-economic system was built

by the efforts of working men and working

women, of which the business sector is a

small part.

This is why I agree with Jim Conrad,

director of the Canadian Federation of In-

dependent Business, when he commented on

the preamble—and I suspect Mr. Conrad

had something to do with the drafting of

the rest of the bill. Mr. Conrad writes: "In

rereading the more stable socio-economic

model I see I avoided the slogans of free

competitive enterprise." Elsewhere he states:

"Either you believe in concentration of

power to achieve social and economic objec-

tives or you believe in diffusing and spread-

ing out of power, and people making more

decisions affecting their own lives."

This bill is loosely worded. I would like

a better definition of small business.

Mr. Breithaupt: You do one. We do the

other.

Mr. Ziemba: We would insist that the

preamble be removed. Co-operatives have

been confused with consortia. The principle

is there, though. It can be tightened up in

committee if it gets there.

Ontario boasts a branch plant economy.
These multinationals are not interested in

selling to other countries, and perhaps cut-

ing our balance of payments debt. They are
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located in Ontario to exploit the local mar-
ket only. We end up shortchanged in a

number of ways. We lose our native tech-

nology, and research and development is

done at the US head office.

Transfer payments are used as a tax

dodge. In fact, the Revenue Canada spokes-
man stated that before a US multinational

locates its branch plant here our tax laws

are first analysed very carefully and they do
not make a move until they can skate right

around them. Canada loses $8 billion a year
in tax revenue.

Mr. Warner: Thanks to the Liberals.

Mr. Ziemba: Simply put, this bill would
assist small Canadian-owned businesses at

the expense of these US branch plant com-

petitors. Profits could stay in Ontario. Rein-

vestments and expansion would create more

jobs. For these reasons, I support this bill.

Ontario's hospital and school boards should

purchase goods produced in this province by
Canadian-owned firms when price and

quality are comparable. Small business

should get its fair share of government pur-
chases in the fields of education, nursing

homes, hospital and health care, civil en-

gineering and road construction.

Mr. Conway: To say nothing of medical
laboratories.

Mr. Ziemba: Branch plants are a growing
threat. This concentration of economic power
is increasing. Government policies over the

past 30 years have accelerated the trend to

centralization and monopoly control. It is

killing independent business. It's not free

enterprise. It's greed enterprise. Good busi-

ness for US multinationals is not necessarily

good business for the community. For ex-

ample, companyowned, self-service gas sta-

tions offer slightly cheaper fuel but no service.

Independent operators are being forced out
of business. In my riding of High Park-Swan-
sea there are five fewer independents in as

many years. I am sure every member in this

House has this happening in his own riding.
The demise of the independent results in a
loss of jobs, higher costs and inconvenience
to us all. For instance, with the service sta-

tions, fan belts and oil levels are seldom
checked so that we wind up with more and
expensive engine repairs.

In the 30th Parliament, my colleague from
Etobicoke (Mr. Philip), worked with the

Canadian Federation of Independent Business
and the Ontario Retail Gasoline Association,

ORGA, to reverse this trend. Divorcement

legislation was proposed that would limit the
oil companies' activities to pipeline and tank
truck and prevent wholesalers getting into the

retail end. All retailing would be left to the

independent operators who have served us so

well in the past.

The general business climate the Conserva-
tives have built up is rather hostile to small

business. The Treasurer continues to give
large corporations an indefinite exemption
from sales tax on machinery and equipment
purchases at an annual cost of $160 million a

year. Yet there is absolutely no evidence
whatsoever that previous exemptions of this

sort have created one new job. And why are

we continuing this welfare? On the other

hand, the same Treasurer cuts back on the
TTC grants. Metro Toronto TTC fares will

probably increase. Two years ago the last

TTC increase cost Metro retailers tens of

millions of dollars in lost revenue.

I understand every member has been lob-

bied by his local small business people. It's a

good effort, organized by the federation on
short notice. Can you imagine what will

happen if and when the Blair commission

report ever comes back to the House for im-

plementation? All that sort of gentle lobbying
will turn to outrage when small business faces

property and business tax boosts anywhere
from 30 to 50 per cent, while at the same
time industrial, financial and wholesale opera-
tions as well as distillers will get a tax cut.

Mr. Conway: Let's hear about the distillers.

Mr. Ziemba: Even now, many small strip

retailers are paying incredibly high property
and business taxes. In my riding, the Dundas
Street retailers are paying the same taxes as

Bloor Street merchants, even though the Bloor

Street properties are worth approximately
twice as much.

Mr. Conway: How about Labatt's?

'Mr. Ziemba: These retailers are serving a

working class community and provide goods
and services at reasonable prices. For this

reason, the New Democratic Party prepared
a brief and appeared before the commission
on their behalf. Small businesses located in

many plazas are also overtaxed. Package as-

sessments based on per footage rents favour

the hig chains and the plaza.

Financing is another real concern. Govern-
ment guaranteed loan insurance would attract

venture capital. The Credit Union League of

Ontario or even small groups of investors

would be encouraged to invest in small busi-

ness if the government guaranteed these loans.

Management advice is another badly
needed service. The Saskatchewan NDP gov-
ernment provides regional business consul-

tants. So many businesses fail in this prov-
ince-

Mr. Conway: How about Schreyer?
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Mr. Ziemba: What happened to the Li-

berals?

Mr. Kerrio: Better hurry up. You're on

your way out.

Mr. Warner: What about Manitoba, Vince?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Ziemba: So many businesses fail in this

province, not because the original idea was
bad but because the owner lacked business

expertise or accounting skills and couldn't

aJFord to pay for them. Each business failure

represents a tragedy in human terms and lost

opportunities for us all.

Loss leaders on staples should be banned.

They simply contribute to the decline of the

independent grocer as well as our farmers. In
the long run the consumer loses as well.

Thousands of small auto parts manufac-
turers depend on the auto pact; at the same
time, Canada winds up in the red year after

year. Last year we lost $1.5 billion. The time
has come for the auto pact to be renegotiated,
to reverse this trend.

Province-wide store hours are another
cause dear to the heart of the New Demo-
cratic Party. Ontario didn't have a Sunday
closing law until we had a minority govern-
ment. Quebec has legislation which permits
a retailer to open only two late nights a

week. It works well and it enables the small

retailer to compete with the larger stores.

Why should the large chains and malls, like

Woolco, Eaton's and the Bay, be allowed to

open every night until 9:30?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: You would throw people
out of work. What are you talking about?

Mr. Makarchuk: You just look after the

effluent, not the affluent.

Mr. Ziemba: Hours of operation should
not be used as an advertising tool by these

large chains. Province-wide uniform store

hours would put small business on an equal
footing. The minimum wage should be $4
an hour.

Hon. B. Stephenson: That is the way to

kill small business.

Mr. Conway: What does the member for

Cornwall have to say about that? Would
Cornwall care to comment on that?

An hon. member: He's listening carefully.

Mr. Ziemba: This would pump $280 mil-

lion into the economy and give small busi-

ness a shot in the arm.

Mr. Breithaupt: A shot in the head.

Hon. B. Stephenson: A shot of morphine.
Mr. Ziemba: People earning the minimum

wage generally spend every dollar in their

pay envelope. This new purchasing power

would be a job-creating incentive to domestic
industries without affecting our export mar-

ket. Industries that export are generally or-

ganized and/ or already paying more than $4
a hour.

Small business knows what it wants and
needs from government. Many of its aims

coincide with long-term New Democratic

Party goals.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I rise

to support with vigour the first sentence in

the explanatory note.

Mr. Martel: Even if it doesn't exist.

Hon. B. Stephenson: "The purpose of this

bill is to provide for the preservation and

expansion of small business enterprise in

Ontario," because that reflects this govern-
ment's concern about the competitiveness and
the viability of small business.

Mr. Warner: Say it with a smile.

Hon. B. Stephenson: However, the mecha-
nisms contained in the bill do not neces-

sarily bear this out.

Mr. Conway: Tell us about Greyhound,
Bette.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The real problems of

small business are financing, the weight of

government bureaucracy at all levels and
the tax burden at all levels.

Mr. Mackenzie: Hear, hear. I know it

well.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Unfortunately, the

implementation of the bill will, undoubtedly
increase government size and, most certainly,

increase government bureaucratic red tape.

Mr. Warner: Darcy has got to you.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It would increase

the cost to the Ontario taxpayer by an esti-

mated $15 million the first year and about

$12 million per year after that.

Mr. Samis: You're running against Darcy.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I'm not really sure

that it is going to materially contribute to

the financing available to small business or

the effectiveness of those programs which

have already been established.

Mr. Cassidy: Did Darcy's speechwriter
give you this?

Mr. Warner: Where is the Treasurer?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Really, the bill does

fail to recognize that the Ministry of Indus-

try and Tourism is already, basically, a small-

business ministry.

Mr. Peterson: Just because they are small

men doesn't make them small business.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Within its structures,

its agencies—both ODC and ORF—and its

programs, are in support of small business.
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Mr. Conway: In Minaki.

Mr. S. Smith: You know, they have a

guideline of nothing less than $1 million.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The major proposals
of this bill—whose purpose is obviously good
—provide that 40 per cent of government
purchases of goods and services be targeted
for placement in small business; that the

Minister of Industry and Tourism certify

upon application any business as a small

business if it is in sound financial and pro-
ductive position; that contractors engage
small subcontractors; that the Minister of

Industry and Tourism promote R and D in

small companies and disseminate technical

information; and that that ministry encourage
the development of consortia.

[4:45]

The Ontario government has always ac-

corded a great deal of importance to the

support of small business through govern-
ment purchases.

Mr. Conway: Greyhound, Reed Paper.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Results of a recent

survey of the purchasing practices of gov-
ernment in this province make the 40 per
cent target proposed in the bill relatively

meaningless.
The study examined purchase orders for

goods and services, excluding large capital

expenditures and professional services, in

such areas where small business is consid-

ered most able to compete; these expendi-
tures represented about one-half of the total

government spending on services, supplies
and physical assets.

The final report of the study, which was

published last year, contains the following
conclusions:

"Small businesses with fewer than 50 em-
ployees receive a larger share of government
expenditure than do large businesses. In the

year 1974-75, 62 per cent of the dollar

value of purchase orders of this government
went to small business and, excluding motor
vehicles and petroleum products, the value
of Canadian content of government pur-
chases approached 85 to 90 per cent."

Whether or not the 40 per cent target is

meaningless, its application would raise a
number of problems. The implementation
would require a more rigorous definition of

small business than is present in the bill in

order to avoid manipulation. But it would
also be necessary to delineate whether the

target would apply collectively to all small

businesses or to every industry and service

group separately.

Moreover, I think it's important to recog-
nize that targets such as this can run the

risk of introducing rigidities into the system
or be interpreted as a maximum rather than
a minimum. It might, as well, introduce
abuses into the purchasing system and de-

part from the principle of buying from the

lowest bidder and thereby increase cost to

taxpayers. It also might result in certain

areas in the degeneration of the purchasing
system into a quota-filling numbers exercise.

The bill at present would stipulate that

only firms carrying a small business certi-

ficate granted by the Minister of Industry
and Tourism could qualify as suppliers to

government under the target. Government
currently deals with approximately 100,000
small businesses in this province, all of

which would require certification of their

sound financial and productive position.

Mr. McEwen: What politics are they?

Hon. B. Stephenson: If a certified busi-

ness ceased to be a small business or was
no longer deemed to be in sound financial or

productive position, then the certificate

would have to be revoked.

Substantial government intervention into

decisions traditionally made in the market-

place as to sound financial and productive

position is implied in this requirement. The
issuing of certificates would be a sensitive

matter and would undoubtedly result in

many complaints, which in turn, would re-

quire investigation.

Mr. Foulds: It could also result in patron-

age.

Hon. B. Stephenson: In effect, the Min-

istry of Industry and Tourism would be-

come both judge and jury. Without certifica-

tion, it might well be that some businesses

would have difficulty surviving. Decisions as

to which firms should be certified and which
should not, and the revocation of certificates

in subsequent appeals, could entangle the

government in an unending controversy, es-

pecially where a firm's continued operation
became involved.

Not only does the certification procedure

imply increased government intervention in-

to the private sector-

Mr. Wildman: Hear, Hear. That's what it

says!

Hon. B. Stephenson: —but the bureaucratic

work load implied is also substantial. It is

likely that requests for such certificates

would not only come from those businesses

which currendy government does business

with—

Mr. Cassidy: We will have this bill within

five years—even if the minister stays in gov-
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eminent. She will have to eat her words
then.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Hon. B. Stephenson: -that is, the 100,000
—but also from a much wider spectrum of

concerns, since the certificate freely granted

upon request would tend to become a gen-
eral certificate of creditworthiness, a means
to boost the worth of a business for sale and
a general utility status symbol.

Since no suitable organization currently
exists within government which could handle
this function, a new staff of accountants and

professional engineers would be required.

Mr. Foulds: Private detectives.

Hon. B. Stephenson: This is, I suppose,
our major objection to the mechanisms con-
tained within this bill. The implementation
of the certification and targeting provisions
of the bill would necessitate the creation of

some 500 additional civil service jobs-

Mr. Cassidy: Nonsense. Absolute balder-
dash.

Mr. S. Smith: With you in power, it

would.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —at an annual cost

to the taxpayer of approximately $12
million—a cost which we can ill afford in

the current atmosphere of constraint.

Mr. Cassidy: What a self-serving thing
that is.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We have, as well,
some serious reservations with respect to the
other major provisions of the bill. The pro-
posals regarding subcontracting are a little

vague, but it's obvious the requirement that

any firm awarded a government contract

over $500,000 would have to employ a

small business liaison officer could also un-

necessarily increase the contractor's costs

and therefore, through pricing, the cost

of the project to the taxpayer.
The government of Ontario recognizes

the importance of technology and innovation
to the welfare and survival of small com-
panies and large companies alike. It recog-
nizes, as well, the valuable contributions

which independent entrepreneurs have made
in this area, many more so than in the large

companies.

Mr. Sargent: Who wrote that speech, Bette?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It also recognizes the

necessity that small firms have continued un-

hampered access to the latest scientific de-

velopments and assistance, where possible, for

their R and D efforts.

However, the bill really does fail to recog-
nize that a great amount of work related

to research and development is currently

being done at both the federal and provincial
levels. The National Research Council pro-
vides assistance to industrial research and
co-ordinates research efforts across Canada
to the benefit of all businesses who take

advantage of that information.

Mr. Wildman: It's inadequate.

Hon. B. Stephenson: The extensive Na-
tional Science Library is an important divi-

sion of NRC. Similarly, the Science Council

of Canada is engaged in ongoing evaluation

of the state of science and technology and the

ways and means of promoting it and utilizing

it.

Mr. Wildman: Did you read his statement

before the Senate?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Provincial bodies like

the Ontario Research Foundation as well as

universities and community colleges have

been actively engaged in promoting research

development and innovation in the business

area. In addition, our own Ministry of In-

dustry and Tourism provides for technical

and engineering seminars that are specifically

aimed at the independent entrepreneur in

particular industries. Much of this work, even

at present, is small-business oriented and it

is doubtful that the provisions of this specific

bill, as they're presendy written, would ad-

vance that effort dramatically.

We really do feel strongly that there is a

need to improve our technological base but

that need faces all business whether large or

small. The government which supports the

development of R and D and the improve-
ment of technology should ensure that that

is available to all businesses, no matter what

their size.

Mr. Sargent: It might upset the patronage

system, eh?

Hon. B. Stephenson: We are a little con-

cerned that the objective of section 7 of the

bill would make the Minister of Industry

and Tourism capable of ensuring that he

had control over purchasing in all sections

of government.

Mr. Peterson: Nothing could make him

capable.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We feel that the con-

cern for small business is one which is shared

by all ministers and one which all ministers

would like to exercise.

In addition, the formation of co-operatives

by groups of small businesses to take advan-

tage of scale economies—
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Mr. Foulds: It does cut into your authority,
doesn't it?

Hon. B. Stephenson: —through the pooling
of resources is a good idea although not a

new one. It's been debated extensively for

some time, and actively promoted by the

federal Department of Industry, Trade and
Commerce in certain sectors; but it's met, so

far, with only limited success. If there are

moves which we can make in this direction

which would make it more successful, we
should be most willing to examine them and
to support them. But our own surveys have
established the fact that small town Ontario

independent businessmen-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired.

Mr. Cassidy: It's about time.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —prefer to remain in-

dependent. We hope that while we'll be able

to support the principle of this bill, that many
of the mechanisms contained therein will be

radically altered during committee discussion.

Mr. Lewis: I thought the Minister of

Labour was too busy meeting with Inco to

be here for an emergency debate.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I'm very pleased
and very proud to be able to rise in support
of this historic bill presented by the member
for Victoria-Haliburton.

Mr. Conway: He's a great member.

Mr. S. Smith: I feel that his commitment
to small business, the commitment of our

party and, I suspect, the commitment of most
members of this House to the small business

people of Ontario is something which needs

reaffirming from time to time.

I believe that this bill, although un-

doubtedly imperfect in certain areas and un-

doubtedly open to certain benefit from com-
mittee discussion, none the less does embody
the general attitude which I believe that most
Ontarians have. That is, we recognize that the

small business people are the people with the

ability and the willingness to work hard, to

be inventive, to be ingenious from time to

time, to be aggressive in their salesmenship
and, basically, who really go out there and

put everything they have into their own en-

terprise, however it is organized, and who
use this ingenuity and drive to the benefit

of their communities, frequently the smaller

communities in this great province.
If this bill passes, and we sincerely hope

that members will find it in their hearts to

permit this bill to pass, we hope that the

small business community will recognize that

this Legislature truly believes in what it's

doing and what the small business community
is doing and wants to help in whatever way
possible.

We recognize that a lot of the problems
are financial. We recognize that in man)' in-

stances the availability of loans is probably
a«; important or more important than any
of the matters referred to in this bill. But we
also recognize that these loans and so on are

pretty much the responsibility of government.
In the private members' hours there are just
certain matters to which we are allowed to

address ourselves. Therefore, although this

bill is not panacea for the problems of small

business, we hope members will recognize
that at least it goes some way towards recog-
nizing the great contribution the small busi-

ness sector makes to this province.
I have heard on occasion the leader of the

New Democratic Party speak about his com-
mitment to small business. I think he has

spoken well and sincerely about that. We
ourselves have spoken and the members op-
posite have as well. I trust, therefore, that

differences with certain aspects of this bill,

be it the preamble which seems to offend cer-

tain individuals in the New Democratic Party
because of its reference to free enterprise-

Mr. Conway: They want the Regina mani-
festo.

Mr. S. Smith: —be it certain aspects of the

administrative side of this bill which the

minister has spoken about, will not stand in

the way of this House giving approval to an
excellent bill being brought in by an excellent

member and then dealing in committee with

some of the difficulties which, undoubtedly,
can be discussed profitably with input from
all three parties.

Some of the points are interesting. The
hon. minister spoke of the problems of quotas
and certification procedures. I would point
out to hon. members that it has been possible

to implement a similar provision in the

United States without a very large bureauc-

racy. It has proven to very helpful. Right now,
in fact, there are many people in both the

large and the small business sector who feel

that this has been an excellent provision. I

would point out that there are already in

the Ministry of Industry and Tourism existing

resources in the small business operations divi-

sion and in the branch offices of the division

that could be utilized to accomplish some of

the goals anticipated in this bill.

I would like to say, basically, that my ex-

perience in small business has been such that

I really believe it needs help right now. I

know when I grew up my dad had a small

business and my mother and myself used to

help him. We use to work on the weekends.
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I used to go down to help him cut material

and so on. I will tell you it was a funny
thing, but he worked very, very hard. If he
found out that one of his competitors had
raised the price on some item, it was a time
for celebration in our household because we
realized immediately that by our hard work,
by our application and by our inventiveness

we could go out and get new contracts. We
could make new sales because of getting the

jump on our competitors.
Yet in the large business sector things

don't quite work as easily as all that. Fre-

quently one company will raise the price and1

then, because of the enormous size of many
of these operations and because of the com-

plexity of the marketplace, another company
will raise the price the next day to meet it.

Far from being an occasion for celebration

as it is in the small business sector, it seems
to be an occasion for price hikes all the way
around.

The small business person, however, is in

real trouble. So many of the small businesses

that start in Ontario go under very quickly
for lack of expertise, for lack of proper ap-

plication of market research abilities and so

on. We feel that anything we can do to give
these people a leg up in the world and to

give these people a chance to survive, surely
should be seriously considered by this House.

[5:00]

Therefore, in closing, I want to welcome
representatives from the Canadian Federa-
tion of Independent Business who are in the

gallery. I want to welcome the attention

which members have given to this particu-
lar bill. Despite reservations that some people
have, be they on ideological grounds, which
I respect although I don't agree with, be they
on administrative grounds, I hope we can ac-

cept the principle of this bill and allow it to

go, let us say, to the standing resources com-
mittee, where it can be further discussed and

possibly altered in some manner, and eventu-

ally in some way adopted for the benefit of

that excellent part of our community, the

small business people of Ontario—in many
ways, not solely, but in many ways, part of

the backbone of the Ontario fabric, the On-
tario strength, the Ontario body politic.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I trust

we will see this bill go to committee for

further consideration.

Mr. Cassidy: Mr. Speaker, I want to dis-

sociate myself from the preamble to the bill

and associate myself with the rest of the bill.

On balance I think I am going to support
the bill. It's a good bill, basically, but I was
very sorry that its sponsor chose not to listen

to friends in the New Democratic Party—or
friends for the moment—who suggested—

Mr. Conway: Friends? Friends? My dear,
with friends like that.

Mr. Cassidy: —that the preamble be taken

out. Frankly, I am very concerned that there

was a transparent attempt by the Liberal

Party to try to get the New Democratic Party
to vote against the small business bill by put-

ting that particular section into the bill.

Mr. Ruston: He will never get to be leader

that way.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. Order, please.

Mr. Cassidy: I am also concerned because
of the fact that we in the NDP see a small

business bill such as this one as a means of

developing Canadian-owned businesses in the

private sector, as opposed to the very large

proportion of foreign control that we have

right now. I am concerned because the mem-
ber in his preamble seems to have imported

concepts from the American business envi-

ronment. In fact, he has lifted that preamble
almost word for word from the beginning of

the United States' small business Act. Frank-

ly, I would have thought that he could have

developed some words that would have
suited our situation here in this country,
rather than the situation down there.

Mr. Breithaupt: Tell us which words you
don't like.

Mr. Conway: What words don't you like?

Mr. Cassidy: It would have been nice if

the preamble had said—and this is what I

would like to see it become—that "the essence

of Ontario's socio-economic system is em-
bodied in the principles of co-operation, di-

versity, and decentralization," because those

are good aims for the province of Ontario.

I am also concerned because the preamble
is really at odds with the purposes of the

bill. The reason this bill is needed at all is

because the classical free enterprise system
isn't working and hasn't been working for a

very long time.

The fact is that this kind of encouragement
for small enterprise in Canada or in Ontario

is needed because of the inadequacies of the

monopoly capitalistic system that we have in

this province and that are encouraged by
Liberal governments and by Conservative

governments alike.

Such a huge proportion of our large firms

in this country are foreign-controlled that it

is extraordinarily difficult for small firms to

get established, or to grow or to provide jobs

or do the other things that we hope that they

do. We believe that the growth and develop-
ment of the Canadian economy—and that is
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the Canadian-owned sector of our economy-
depends on, among other things, having a

viable, small business sector. If we don't have
a lot of small firms that are growing and de-

veloping and trying out new ideas, innovating,

doing research and getting into new product
lines, then we won't have the gradual de-

velopment of larger Canadian-owned firms

that grow on the basis of small firms that hit

on a good idea and can develop.

We have a truncated, shrivelled-up small

business sector because of policies in this

country and because of the domination of

foreign firms in our economy, and we need
to do something pretty serious about it.

I am sorry that the minister isn't here now.
I was concerned at her suggestions that what
the Conservatives plan to do is support the

principle of the bill and then emasculate it

in committee. We don't agree with that par-
ticular approach. We can see some amend-
ments we would like to see to this particular

bill, but we think that it is going in the right
direction. We will, of course, seek to remove
the preamble, we may talk a bit about some
of the specific references in the bill, but we
do not believe that this is a bill to be
emasculated.

The government's own efforts to help small

business have themselves been emasculated,
and we don't see why that particular tradi-

tion should be continued.

I want to say that under a New Democratic

government in this province-

Interjections.

Mr. Cassidy: —under a New Democratic

government, in the first place, as there existed

in Manitoba and as there exists in Saskat-

chewan and as there existed in British

Columbia, there will be a prosperous private
sector. That's not news to anybody, except
for the ideologues on that side of the House
and to my right.

Mr. Conway: The trouble is, everybody's to

your right.

Mr. Cassidy: Our intention is to ensure
that in the business sector of this province
all of the returns from business are looked
at and not just the very narrow kind of re-

turns that are represented by the profitability
of large firms.

We have to look at jobs, we have to look

at regional development, we have to look at

research innovation, engineering developments
—all those kinds of things, and not just look

at profitability. That's what the member for

Burlington South (Mr. Kerr) is looking at

when he's thinking of big business as being

good for this province.

The fact is that the cost of creating new
jobs in the big business sector is anywhrn
from five to 20 times the cost of creating new
jobs in the small business sector. That's a

good reason for encouraging small business.

The fact is that the tendency in the big
business sector is for research funds that come
from government to go into foreign-controlled

firms, whereas if any money went into re-

search in the small business sector it would
almost have to go to Canadian-owned firms,

because they are the dominant force in that

particular group.
The fact is that small business would grow

and develop more in this country and in this

province if they were guaranteed access to a

number of markets for their products. That's

why it's important to have a very high propor-
tion of government purchases and government
tenders directed either directly or indirectly
to small businesses. If there's a demand for

their products, they'll grow. If there is not a

demand for their products, they won't grow
and jobs won't be created and they will tend

to go off to other countries rather than being
established here in this province.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: The member for Renfrew
North (Mr. Conway) seems to want to go to

Cuba. I would like to talk about the prob-
lems that we have here in this province of

Ontario. I happen to be supporting the bill

which the member for Victoria-Haliburton is

putting forward.

Interjection.

Mr. Cassidy: Sure. Every word I have said

has been in support.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Would the

member for Ottawa Centre just ignore the

member for Renfrew North.

Mr. Cassidy: I want to point out that this

is no sudden conversion. In the budget reply

last April when I spoke about small business

I said "we believe it's time for the province
of Ontario to make a full legislative commit-

ment to the small business sector."

Note that I said a full legislative commit-

ment. I deplore the fact that the Minister of

Labour is suggesting that no legislative com-
mitment of any meaningful extent be made,
but that simply the principle of the bill be

brought and nothing else.

We believe that small business suffers in

this province under the Tory policies. We
believe that small business in this province
has often been forced to shut down, that

people who want to get into small business

have been discouraged because of a lack

of access to finance, to information, to man-

agement advice, because of the Tory policies.
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We believe that should change, and that's

why we are prepared to go along with this

particular bill and to see perhaps parts of it

improved in committee—but I stress, improved
in committee and not emasculated.

Mr. G. E. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I rise to

support the principle of the bill. I'm wearing
two hats this afternoon. I'm speaking as the

member for Simcoe East, but also as the par-

liamentary assistant to the Minister of In-

dustry and Tourism, (Mr. Bennett).

Interjections.

Mr. G. E. Smith: I'd just like to mention a

little bit about the ministry which actively

supports and assists in the creation and main-
tenance of a healthy economic climate

through a wide variety of support programs
offered to assist not only the manufacturing,
export and tourist industries, but also the

service industries and actually the retail

sector of the business community.
'Mr. Sargent: Not very much.

Mr. G. E. Smith: The number and range
of programs falling within the sphere of the

ministry's activities is very broad. There are

actually six areas, but this afternoon, in the

interest of saving some time, I would like to

deal with basically those related to the small

business operations division, whch has been

strengthened and enlarged so that it can
more effectively develop and implement
programs aimed directly at the small business.

In looking at the small business sector, we
find that it contributes 20 per cent of the

Canadian gross national product. The same
average holds true for Ontario. It is interesting
to note that 95 per cent of all businesses have
sales under $1 million, and this is obviously
an integral part of the economy that cannot
be overlooked.

Mr. Conway: Even in Edwardsburgh.
Mr. G. E. Smith: Recent government re-

organizations, including ITC in Ottawa, re-

flect this heightened level of awareness.

Having noted the relevant importance of the

small business sector to the GNP and to the

Ontario GPP, let us look at some of the con-
cerns of the businessmen which the ministry
has ascertained through various seminars,

workshops and meetings with small businesses.
I might say that the criterion for a small
business in the ministry in the industrial

field is under 100 employees. In the service
field it is under 50 employees.
While it is apparent they need equitable

access to financing, conventional lending insti-

tutions often put too much emphasis on
actual amounts of assets for collateral, past
performance and prospects for immediate
sales, but they don't really look at the future.

Mr. Philip: They sure do. You exported

jobs from my riding because of that.

Mr. G. E. Smith: This is where we have to

take a broad look as far as the prospects for

growth are concerned when giving a loan to

an industry to expand or to establish a new
industry.

Mr. Conway: Even in Edwardsburgh.

Mr. G. E. Smith: A quick reading of major
concerns would include the following; the

high cost of labour, minimum wages, unem-

ployment insurance, the decline in the work

ethic, low productivity, transportation costs,

the paperwork burden, domestic marketing,
the Anti-Inflation Board, international com-

petition and the role of government at all

levels. Among other overall concerns which
became apparent as a result of discussions

with industry are some which are at the fed-

eral level: The lack of good training programs

by Manpower and Immigration; poor postal

services; the generally regarded advisory role

of the customs and excise department; oper-
ations of the federal business development
bank; and the universal view that the Unem-

ployment Insurance Commission is a genuine

competitor of the small business sector. The
recent Enterprise '77 exercise has identified

these and many more concerns and, no doubt,

the ministry and the government will be re-

sponding to them in the fall program.
Small business operations are comprised of

major components—the field office operations,
consultative services and the selective place-
ment branch. The total complement for this

division is 113, with a budget of approxi-

mately $4 million.

The field operations are operating through-
out the province. The division has established

five area offices, plus 10 district offices, staffed

by industry development officers who have

decision-making autonomy. It is interesting

that I noted the observation was made that

perhaps the field staff could deal with the

technical aspects of this bill without acquiring

any additional staff. This would not be pos-
sible. There would have to be additional staff

added—quite a large number in order to deal

with the paperwork and the discharge of the

various responsibilities that would be given
to them.

The second phase in this is the consultative

services which I won't dwell on particularly

at any length.

Mr. Sargent: It will give them something to

do.

Mr. G. E. Smith: It consolidates basic

consulting services, such as industrial engi-

neering, management information, control

systems, et cetera and it develops and co-
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ordinates educational programs in order to

help small business.

The selective placement service is self-

explanatory. Small business operations can
benefit from the advice of this particular
branch of the ministry. The small business

assistance program offers resources for small

businessmen who cannot easily afford pro-
fessional consultant services. It also provides
summer employment for university business

students taking master's and doctorate pro-
grams, giving them the opportunity to apply
skills that they have learned in the classroom
to real and immediate business problems.

[5:15]

I am going to deal with nine programs
that are offered to the manufacturing sector.

The first is the production improvement and
cost reduction program. The second one is

the energy management program. I think the

hon. member for Victoria-Haliburton men-
tioned the need to conserve energy in indus-

try. Well, the ministry has set up the energy
management branch to encourage companies
to establish energy management programs on
their own. Their mobile unit has travelled

throughout the province for on-the-spot en-

ergy use analysis via computer printout and
it identifies potential energy savings. It has
been in operation for 15 months and by the
end of 1976 alone the bus visited 314 com-
panies and identified more than $18.5 million
in potential energy savings.

In addition, there is counselling for inven-

tors, counselling and consultative assistance
to assist in metric conversion, and there is

the program to encourage and produce and
process innovations. There is a series of

programs, but perhaps one I would like to
mention is the seminars, which I did mention
earlier, to assist small and medium-sized
companies to increase productivity and re-
duce costs.

The seminars are held in different Ontario
locations to complement individual in-plant
consulting services. I would also like to
mention a few of the programs under the

marketing and financial services. There are
nine altogether, but some of the important
ones, in my mind, are financial advice,
where assistance is provided to help improve
financial management and planning skills of
small business in order to help keep them
solvent.

Many small businesses are taking advant-
age of the small business financial planning
workshops. They are also taking advantage
of the small business management develop-
ment program, which helps the entrepre-
neur help himself by providing him with the
specialized, confidential and personal con-

sulting services of a private consulting firm.

We also have the business improvement
area program, modern marketing techniques,
and—perhaps this is very important with re-

lation to this bill—how to sell governments.
Through one-day seminars small businesses
are made aware of how to offer and sell

their goods and services to all levels of gov-
ernment. Speakers from federal, provincial
and municipal governments' purchasing de-

partments outline their activities and give
examples of the products and services that

they frequently purchase.
I believe the Ministry of Industry and

Tourism is providing an excellent service to

the small business community. Through the
use of marketing and advisory services,
financial planning workshops and general
management development programs many
small businesses have, in fact, been saved
from becoming business failures and are
now in a profitable operating position.

I should like to conclude my remarks by
saying that the ministry's aim is to interpret
the needs of Ontario industry and tourism in

such areas as provincial and federal policy-

making is concerned. We support a policy
to enhance the role of small business in all

sections of our economy, and I am sure that

all members in this House agree.
We welcome the opportunity for open

discussion on how the goals and proposals
before us today can be achieved within the

limits of complement and monetary con-
straints.

I would like to mention that this govern-
ment has appointed a business advisory com-
mittee, composed of businessmen through-
out the province, to assist the ministry in

formulating policies that will be helpful to

the small businessman.

It is interesting to note that I have re-

ceived approximately 52 contacts at my con-

stituency office-

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member's time has

expired.

Mr. G. E. Smith: —from the Canadian
Federation of Independent Business mem-
bership. I asked each of them how many
were aware of what the bill stood for, had

they seen the bill, were they aware of the
contents? Not one of them was able to

answer me. They said, "No, we haven't seen
it. We were asked to support it."

I hope this bill does go to committee so

that the independent businessmen in my
area, the Chambers of Commerce and the
Boards of Trade can come in and hear all

the details and know what is being done on
their behalf. I certainly support the bill and
trust that it will go to a standing committee.
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Mr. Peterson: I'm very happy and proud
to rise and speak on this bill introduced by
my colleague. I think it is a first-class piece
of work and if some of the members were
to get into the intricacies of drafting a bill

of this type, they would appreciate that my
colleague and the people who assisted him
in drafting this bill fully understand all the

complications of a bill of this type.

Judgements had to be made. Those judge-
ments can be checked out in committee and
while there may be some disagreement, I

think that as my friends study this bill and
come to understand what he's getting at,

at that point they will probably start to

understand the genius of the drafting and
that it is a magnificent start to promoting
a philosophy and a point of view that's so

terribly important, particularly to people in

our party.
Almost every party in this House, including

our friends to the left, have given a great
deal of lipservice to the concept of small

business. So has the government. The govern-
ment had an abortive committee, as you re-

call, Mr. Speaker, chaired by the late and
lamented member for London North.

Mr. Conway: Who was he? Of whom do

you speak?

Mr. Peterson: Since deceased. That, I

gather, was an abortive committee; nothing
has transpired out of that. Why I'm so very
happy is that we're in a position—and I

thank this new system that we have for

private members' bills—where we are able
to make a solid proposal and bring it before
the members of this House. I have absolute
confidence that this bill should pass and that

it will pass.
I want to make two or three remarks

about what I think is so very fundamental.
We can get hung up on the doctrine or the

preamble, and I would ask my friends to

the left not to let their doctrinaire socialism
interfere with the substance of this partic-
ular bill. It's not worth getting excited about
over there.

Mr. MacDonald: Why did you get hung
up on it?

Mr. Breithaupt: We believe it is correct.

Mr. Peterson: But the philosophy that

small business brings to the governmental
process as a contribution to the economy is,

in my judgement, perhaps the most important
input into the entire makeup of political
views and business views in any community.
The small businessmen—I'm very proud to

say I represent that sector in this House,
Mr. Speaker, and it is my judgement that

there are all too few such people here.

People who have always been on a salary

all of their life, who have never had to ask,

"Where am I going to get the dollar before

I spend the dollar?" bring a very different

point of view to the legislative process as

well as the business process. In my judge-
ment there are far too few people in this

House, particularly in the NDP caucus-

Mr. Mackenzie: How does the member
define a small business?

Mr. Peterson: There isn't one successful

businessman in that caucus. If he was suc-

cessful, he wouldn't be in that party, I'll tell

you that right now.

Mr. Conway: Despite the farmer from
York South.

Mr. Peterson: But they bring a very
unique view to this process. Small business

is difficult. It takes entrepreneurial ability,

skill, hard work and, what's interesting about

it, if you're good at it you get rewarded.

Mr. Mackenzie: If I v/as a small business-

man I'd be afraid of the member for Lon-
don Centre.

Mr. Peterson: I have absolutely no qualms
whatsoever in allowing those people who
make special inputs, through technology,
brains or their own hard work, to get a

special reward out of the economy. I think

that we have to promote that. One of the

things that is conspiring against the system
that we have lived under is the bureaucratic
or large business mentality that doesn't look

for individual enterprise and for individual

contributions to the collective whole. Small
business does that and rewards people for it.

We have to affirm that; we have to support it.

We have to do everything we can.

Studies in various countries in the world—
in Germany and other European countries-

all tell us that a viable small business owner-

operated sector is fundamental, not only to

the economy but to political stability. That
is very important.

Mr. Wildman: Germany is a socialist coun-

try.

Mr. Peterson: We have to create indepen-
dent men.

Mr. Deans: Absolutely.

Mr. Peterson: We have to have an educa-
tional system that builds an entrepreneurial
class. This is one of the things that disturbs

me so very much about our educational sys-

tem today-

Mr. Deans: There is the class society again.

Mr. Peterson: —and we've talked about that

at great length.
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Mr. Deans: Everything is done by class.

Mr. Peterson: When a student goes to a

guidance counsellor today one of the options
laid before him should be, "Kid, do your own
thing. With a little bit of help, build an enter-

prise. What is your vision?" We should assist

that person. We should be banking people.
We should be assisting people to make their

own individual way and to get rewarded for

that.

Ms. Cigantes: You are going to choke on

your silver spoon.

Mr. Peterson: The only option shouldn't be
to go and work for Inco—good Lord, there

aren't very many working there today, but for

a large company, for Labatt's Breweries or

London Life. One of the clear options for a

person at any given time should be to go and
create his own thing. I think we all have an

obligation to work on that philosophy because

that philosophy is sadly lacking and it has

been diminished by a conspiracy of a lot of

forces that we face in society today. I think

that anything we can do to assist in that

philosophy is fundamental. That's why this

bill is a magnificent start.

Mr. Warner: You are beginning to sound
like Marvin Shore.

Mr. Peterson: This bill is just a start, under-
stand that. What it contemplates is a com-
mittee to assess and take representations at

any given time, to propose changes in legisla-
tion and to look at new ways that the small

business sector can be encouraged. I think

that's a very imaginative and creative part
of this bill. My colleague understands that

this is not the be-all and end-all for the small

business sector-

Mr. Mackenzie: That's for sure.

Mr. Peterson: —but it is a start. It is the

creation of a constant liaison and input from
that sector into government—something it's

never had before.

Mr. Warner: A modest proposal.

Mr. Peterson: I am particularly attracted

to the sector for several reasons. One of the
reasons is it's so labour-intensive. The whole
small business sector is the cornerstone of the

Liberal Party philosophy, at least of job
creation. It happens to be very labour-
intensive. It happens, by and large, to foster

better relations. The small business employer
can't afford to be the dictator that some of

the large company managers can afford to be
because he's got to keep a staff, and keep
them working harmoniously and all together,
and it obviously creates far better feelings.

I think if you went and talked to the

average person who worked in a small busi-

ness as opposed to large business, you would
see a much higher degree of job satisfaction

from those people working in small busi-

nesses who have a closer relationship with
their management, more input into the whole

process of their government and more con-
trol over their own conditions in life. That's

very important. I think government has alien-

ated1 people and bureaucracy and large busi-

ness has conspired to ruin those lands of

feelings in a community that should be fost-

ered and can be fostered by this land of a

bill.

There are, as you know—and I don't want
to go into details—a number of other good
suggestions about co-operatives, which are

something we think needs government initi-

ative. There have been various attempts—the

Minister of Labour pointed out numerous at-

tempts—and a lot of discussion on that sub-

ject. It's something that we now have the

legislative mechanism in place where we can

be building co-operatives and working with

various consortia for export business and
various other kinds of business. That's con-

structive, that's sound and that's a good thing
to do. We obviously can't write all the regu-
lations right now but those will be forthcom-

ing. They will be evolving, as well they
should be. Let us not get hung up on a few

perceived technical difficulties or whatever

now to defeat this bill.

The Minister of Labour addressed her

highly trained medical mind to the problem
of definition of a small business. It's a diffi-

cult problem and1 I want to acknowledge that.

We understand that probably as well as any-
one. There's lots of definitions for small busi-

ness. We have looked at them all. We have

taken what in our judgement is the best one.

A decision has to be made somewhere and
we think, given all of the contingencies and

variables in this circumstance, that's the best

possible one we can come up with. But there

is provision—check the next section—to alter

that and change that, should that be necessary.

I would put this to the members of the

House. Don't get hung up on all of the details

of this thing. She pointed out the bureaucratic

mess of certification. I don't believe that. She

calls it licensing but in our judgement it's

certification. It's a much less complicated pro-

vision than a licensing provision. Let's under-

stand that that's only necessary if and when
that company wants to do government busi-

ness under the terms of its tendering provi-

sions. It's not necessary for everybody. Every-

body may not want this kind of thing, but it

is there and it's in place, to have developed
a mailing list for tendering and to make it all

fair for everyone concerned in this community.
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I just want to put it to the members of

this House. I guess I'm getting the feeling

everybody's going to support this and I'm de-

lighted about that. I think we have a marvel-

lous opportunity to appeal to a sector that's

been left virtually on its own and that really

hasn't in the past been able to speak with

one voice or an organized voice because it

hasn't had the muscle. Independent business-

men work too damned hard) today trying to

make their own living and survive than to

organize themselves into the giant corporate
lobbies that we see on a daily basis in this

particular House.
Let's all help them out. We've got a mar-

vellous opportunity. I think when it's all over

you'll join me in giving great credit to my
colleague from Victoria-Haliburton.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Al-

goma.

Mr. Conway: He has a special suit for the

occasion.

Mr. Wildman: Yes, that's right.

Mr. Warner: Is the member for Renfrew
North still here?

[5:30]

Mr. Wildman: I'm rising in support of the

bill, although I must admit that as I consid-

ered it over the last couple of weeks, and in

listening to the debate here, I had a lot of

questions in my mind and a lot of contradic-

tions. The reason is, I find myself in the

unusual position of agreeing with both the

Prime Minister of Canada, in his view that

free enterprise is over in Canada, and also—

Mr. Conway: I wonder what they'll say
about that in Blind River?

Mr. Wildman: —heaven forbid, with the

Minister of Labour in this House, who says
she supports the principle of the bill and that

we should be doing all we can to promote
and to aid small business because it promotes

employment in our province.
One wonders, when a bill like this is pat-

terned after a federal United States' bill, why
the Liberal Party in Ontario is the one that is

the one that is introducing this kind of legis-

lation rather than the federal Liberal Party,

when it obviously has far greater impact on

the business community in this country and

world be able to do a great deal more for

small business.

Mr. Conway: Such a civics lecture would

have got you fired.

Mr. Wildman: I'm a little concerned,

though, with the Minister of Labour's attitude

and also with that of the member for Simcoe

East when they both say they are in favour of

the principle of the bill, but that's as far as it

goes as far as I can see, because they then
list all of the things that the Ministry of In-

dustry and Tourism is already doing. They
also indicate a number of problems in the

bill and point out that the government and
the ministry will do all they can for small

business, within the limits of complement
and financial constraints, which seems to mean
that they are willing to agree with the prin-

ciple of this bill but they're not willing to

increase staff in any way in the ministry, or

to increase the expenditure in the ministry
that might be necessary in order to implement
the provisions of the legislation. That seems to

be a rather contradictory position to be in.

The reason I support this bill is that it's a

significant government intervention in the

economy on behalf of small business. The

attempt here is to prevent further concentra-

tion of economic powers in the hands of a

few conglomerates and multi-national corpora-

tions, and the members of our party are cer-

tainly very much in favour of that.

To have the preamble, of course, is super-
fluous to the bill and is, I suppose, as the

member for London Centre indicated when
he was talking about doctrinaire ideology,

part of Liberal doctrinaire ideology.

Mr. Conway: Support is necessary but not

necessarily support.

Mr. Wildman: The preamble is superfluous

to the bill but what really matters is the

explanatory note, the importance of aiding

small business. The fact that we have to come
to the aid of small business is because free

enterprise makes it very difficult in this prov-
ince for small business to operate successfully.

Mr. Kennedy: Socialism would drive them

out.

Mr. Wildman: We are opposed to the

oligopolistic practices and concentrations of

economic power of modern free enterprise,

and as a result we support this legislation.

We don't need the preamble. We think the

preamble is ridiculous but we support the

principle.

Mr. Kennedy: Socialism would wipe it out.

Mr. Wildman: There are a couple of small

things that I want to point to that I'm con-

cerned about. One is the percentage that the

bill, in section 2, sets for government con-

tracts.

Mr. Mackenzie: Inco, Falconbridge and

Anaconda are all your friends though they

don't tell you what they're doing.

Mr. Wildman: That's the 40 per cent. It

doesn't really tell us why it came to that per-

centage. I believe in the American legislation

it's 33 per cent. There have been some in-

dications that in some areas in the United
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States federal legislation, the defence indus-

try and so forth, they've certainly surpassed
that level, but since the province, of course,

doesn't have a defence industry—as yet, at

least—it's going to be difficult for us to reach

that kind of thing.

Mr. Conway: The socialists don't want one.

An hon. member: You're starting your own
now.

Mr. Wildman: I wonder why the 40 per
cent was used, and I hope that will be looked

at when it goes to committee.

Also, I think section 7 needs a little

tightening up. It's really talking about con-

sortia; it's not co-operatives in the sense of

the term. Those things can be tidied up in

committee and I hope that most members of

the House will, after consideration, support
the principle of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for

Carleton-Grenville.

Mr. Sterling: Thank you, Mr. Speaker—
An hon. member: Tell us about small

business in Edwardsburgh.
Mr. Lewis: What you need is an industrial

park for small business.

Mr. Sterling: That's correct. I do, and

perhaps I will be the only member of this

House to oppose this bill on second reading.

Mr. Conway: That's not the way to the

cabinet.

Mr. Mac-Donald: You are at least being
honest.

Mr. Sterling: I feel I am in total agreement
with the intent of the hon. member for

Victoria-Haliburton. We, on this side of the

House, have always recognized the need to

preserve and expand the principles of free

enterprise, competition and diversity.

Mr. Deans: That's not what the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough) thinks.

Mr. Sterling: The Ministry of Industry and
Tourism has always been sympathetic to the

problems of small businesses in this regard
and will continue to be so in the future. How-
ever, having set a worthy goal, I would sug-

gest that only the Liberals could then find a

way of saying to the small businessman,
"Heads we win, tails you lose." That is

exactly the situation with respect to this bill.

Mr. Samis: That's how you govern the

province.

Mr. Sterling: Let us look for a moment
at the definition of small business as set out
in this Act. It defines a small business as

one which is independendy owned and op-
erated and is not dominant in its field. By
this definition, we could look to American

Motors as being classified as a small busi-

ness, as it is in the United States.

Defining those businesses that qualify as

small business is extremely difficult. But the

definition is crucial to the Act and I cannot

support this bill's present definition. Part of

the problem of the bill appears to be that

it is modelled exclusively on the American

counterpart, which is a federal statute.

Surely we all have learned that there are

very many differences between the American
situation and our Canadian situation. What
is needed is not a copy or imitation, but a

bill that is designed to fit our own needs.

Mr. Breithaupt: Why don't you start here?

Mr. Sterling: This definition does not do
that. The bill suggests that further definition

by number of employees and dollar volume
should be set by ministerial regulation. Does
he pick a number out of the air? What cri-

teria should he use to establish these num-
bers? I suggest that such criteria should be
determined by the members of this House
and that the bill should set some sort of

guidelines so that all businessmen will know
the rules under which they are operating.

Mr. Wildman: Your government passes

legislation like that all the time. All kinds

of things are set by regulation.

Mr. Sterling: Leaving this clause so open-
ended is no way to establish confidence in

the business sector.

I would like to turn to the section of the

bill dealing with the certification of small

businesses. This clause has so many negative

aspects to it that it is difficult to know where
to begin.

Mr. Breithaupt: Deal with it in committee.

Mr. Sterling: At a time when government
spending is trying to be curtailed and when
economists and businessmen are saying that

excessive government spending is preventing
the private sector from developing, the Lil>-

erals would have us pass legislation that in-

creases both the bureaucracy and the red

tape that business has to contend with.

Mr. Conway: A petty little partisan from

Grenville.

Mr. Sterling: There is no way that I can

accept such a backward step and there is no
businessman in the province who would

support such a move.

Mr. Wildman: Considering where you sit,

\ou haven't got a backward step.

Mr. Sterling: Beyond the obvious objec-
tions to this section of the bill, there are

further difficulties that could be even more
onerous than those I have already men-
tioned. There is a question of what stand-
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ards are required for certification. The Act

refers to a sound financial and productive

position. Who is going to make that judge-

ment? On what basis is that judgement
made? What happens if a business tem-

porarily slips below the criteria, defining a

sound, financial and productive position?

How does a government monitor the small

business? Does the government ask for

audited statements? That's great for the

public accountants. Does the government
ask small business to fill out endless forms,

once, twice or more each year to ensure that

the business is still in a sound, financial and

productive position?

Mr. Samis: Are you supporting wage and

price controls?

Mr. Breithaupt: Gong.

Mr. Sterling: Speak to any small business-

man who has had to fill out endless forms

he has received from Statistics Canada.

Mr. MacDonald: Or from the Tory gov-
ernment here.

Mr. Sterling: What impact might there be

on the credit rating of a business that has

lost its certification or had it suspended?
Suppose a businessman disagrees with the

judgement of the ministry? How does the

small businessman whose licence has been
taken away by some bureaucrat appeal? He
hires a lawyer. Great, more red tape, more

expense. Bear in mind, we are talking here

of small businesses, which by definition do
not have large amounts of capital or employ-
ees with which to absorb the impact of such

regulation and procedures.
I am further concerned about the impact

that this will have on our obligation to the

public. Will the public expect, once a small

business has received a certificate, that all

risk is assumed by us, the government? Re-

member, we, the government, have then
certified in some way that this business is

to be in a financially and productive position.
Think of the small businessman who now
does, let's say, around $2,000 worth of busi-

ness with the provincial government. Are

they going to go through this hassle in

order to supply us with goods and services?

This bill is against the local small business-

man. For larger contracts, the businessman
?nd the government would both then be
affected by that area of the bill that says
that all proposed procurement documents

exceeding the value of $5,000 shall be ad-

vertised in the Ontario Gazette. Again, more

bureaucracy, more red tape, more delays.

I welcome support for small business and
I know that my constituents welcome sup-

port for small business. This government

has helped small business in the past, it

continues to seek ways to help small busi-

ness now and will do so in the future. But
this bill introduced by the Liberals is not the

way to help small business. For that reason

I cannot support it.

Mr. Cunningham: You're in trouble now.

Mr. Sterling: I do not doubt the good
intentions that lie behind this bill. But good
intentions will be small comfort to the small

businesses that are further handicapped by
bad legislation. This legislation clearly is

poorly conceived and badly drawn. It will

result in more red tape. It will further im-

pede the small businessman's freedom to run

his own affairs and will result in more and
more government intervention where none is

needed or desired. It will cost both the busi-

nessman and the taxpayer money.
No one can argue with the preamble of

this Act, except for the NDP. It sounds

great.

Mr. Cunningham: Yes you can.

Mr. Sterling: Support for the sector of the

economy that more effectively preserves and

enhances free competitive enterprise—who
could argue against these principles, save the

NDP? I must admit with all feeling, I can

feel that—

Mr. Lawlor: You have to broaden your
notions.

Mr. MacDonald: You are living in a world

of your own fantasy.

Mr. Deans: You were doing better when

you were reading.

Mr. Sterling: —what has happened today is

a very serious matter, that that principle can

in fact be shaken from time to time.

Mr. Speaker: Order.

Mr. Sterling: I am all in favour of legisla-

tion that helps and further advances small

business in this province. I have been a small

businessman myself, and I support any mea-

sure that will strengthen this sector of our

society. But when we get to the meat of this

bill, we find it is a sham and a misrepresen-

tation. In the preamble, in the title of this

bill, this bill is good. This bill should not

have been called An Act respecting Small

Business in Ontario. It should have been

called An Act regulating Small Business in

Ontario. Small business does not want this

bill and I will not support it.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Niag-
ara Falls.

Mr. Sargent: Now we will hear the real

truth.
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Mr. Kerrio: It gives me great pleasure to

rise in support of the bill of my colleague
from Victoria-Haliburton. I'm somewhat dis-

appointment that the Labour minister doesn't

realize that small business is an endangered
species, and I really feel that strongly. I come
from that sector, and I can talk, I think, on
that matter. The only reason small business
has survived, in spite of the hurdles that are

placed before it on every level of government,
is the willingness of a small entrepreneur to

put extra effort and time into the task of

survival.

I am sorry to say that, in spite of the effort

they put in it, the small business failure rate

in the province of Ontario is unconscionable.

Unless we address ourselves to the problems
of small business, we certainly are not going
to help that situation. I take pride in sug-

gesting to this assembly that there are other

people outside of this assembly quite con-

cerned. As for the Canadian Federation of

Independent Business, while one member sug-

gests that all the members didn't study this

particular bill, I can say that the people who
have the expertise certainly studied the bill.

[5:45]

I'd like to read what they have to say. As

they refer to the bill they say "It is without

question the best small business legislation

ever to appear in Canada. Among many bene-

fits, it defines small business and provides
easier access to government contracts for in-

dependent business."

That's why I hate to hear such negative

thinking as sits over there. Ontario cannot

afford not to pass this bill. Branch plants have
stolen our national self-determination and

given it to foreign head offices. They drain

away our national profits for foreign share-

holders. Alternatively, small business keeps
its profits here in Canada, competes aggres-

sively in export markets, and keeps economic

decision-making within the local community.
I say again, now that the minister is back,

I'm very disappointed that she hasn't seen
that small business is in danger. I can relate

a personal experience where, having been in

business all my life, I had one opportunity to

bid a reasonably sizable job, with the tech-

nology required, with Ontario Hydro for the

heavy recovery system in one of the nuclear

plants. We took a flyer. We were willing to

take the chance and bet on our opportunity
here in Canada and take this business from
an American firm.

I'm very sorry that that did not happen,
that Hydro in turn dealt with this American
firm, paid a huge commission for the sale of

the reactors and we certainly were not able

to build in a small business way the land of
business that this country needs.

Interjections.

Mr. Kerrio: If I could hear the question,
Madam Minister, I'd be very happy to answer
it.

I would carry on by suggesting to all those
in this assembly to give their support. I i

government itself took the time to pick a task
force and sent it about the province. I ask«-d

for a report from the government. The report
says, "Nothing was forthcoming from this

group that went about the province asking
about business problems." The one seminar
that I attended in St. Catharines was well
attended and there were many, many business

people there, telling how difficult it was to

get help, to get funding, to get the kind of

help required for small business. No, it's true,
Madam Minister. Don't say no.

Hon. B. Stephenson: No, I wasn't shaking
my head about that.

Mr. Kerrio: I was there, I happened to

have been there, and I say with all respect
that small business is not being helped. Even
if members don't like the makeup of this bill,

it's a step in the right direction.

Help us put this bill through, get to com-
mittee, do the things that have to be done to

help small business, and we'll be doing the

whole province of Ontario a great favour.

Mr. Speaker: The time for debate on these

two motions has expired. We're dealing with

ballot item 1, which is second reading of Bill

63.

The first question to be put to the House is,

shall this question be put to the House?

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for committee of the whole.

Mr. Speaker: The second item is ballot

item 2, second reading of Bill 64.

Motion agreed to.

Ordered for standing resources develop-
ment committee.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, may I take

advantage of our attendance now to fulfill the

obligations of the rule announcing the order

of business today for next week.
On Monday, the House will be in com-

mittee to consider estimates. I assume that

everyone knows the order of estimates and,

indeed, both inside and outside the House
will be the consideration of estimates.

On Tuesday, which is legislation day, I

would like to serve notice that the following
bills could be called. Although it will be
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obvious that they can't all be called, I think

we should be prepared for the following bills

on Tuesday: 22, 60, 61, 62, 65, 34, 35, 43
and 44.

Mr. Sweeney: In that order?

Hon. Mr. Welch: Not necessarily in that

order.

We will do committee work, of course,

on Wednesday.
On Thursday, in the House we have the

private members' ballot business; Mr. Cas-

sidy's bill and Mr. Kennedy's bill. Then
estimates again on Friday. The House will

sit on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday
evenings.

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, with respect
to the statement made by the government

House leader, may we inquiry as to when we
will be able to have an expected sequence
which these bills will follow?

Hon. Mr. Welch: I don't know if the rule

asks us to be that specific, but if it would
be of some help, we might do 22, then 43,

34, 35 and 44, then the four family law bills,

60, 61, 62 and 65.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I feel

compelled to ask the minister to consider the

possibility of holding Bill 22 for one week.

Mr. Speaker: As you know, when we re-

turn at 8 o'clock we will be on the budget
debate.

The House recessed at 6 p.m.
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APPENDIX
(See page 938)

Answers to questions were tabled as follows:

18. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry:
What is the government's policy in purchas-

ing automobiles for the use of ministers and

senior civil servants? Was this policy changed
in order to compel purchases of smaller

vehicles that are more energy-efficient; and if

so, when? For the fiscal years 1974-75, 1975-

76 and 1976-77 respectively, how many auto-

mobiles were bought for the use of members
of the cabinet or of senior executives in the

civil service; in each case, what was the make,

model, and cost, and for whose use was the

automobile bought; what proportion of the

cars purchased was full-size, what proportion

intermediate, and what proportion compact?

(Tabled July 7, 1977.) ~

Answer by the Minister of Transportation
and Communications (Mr. Snow):

Automobiles for the use of ministers and
senior civil servants are purchased in accord-
ance with section 40 of the manual of admin-
istration which states that such vehicles shall

be of a type and size not exceeding those

specified in the standard vehicle specifications.

Appendix A details specifications for ministers'

automobiles and appendix B sets out those for

senior civil servants. The policy has not been

changed to compel purchases of smaller

vehicles.

Appendix C displays a list of automobiles

purchased during the fiscal years 1974-75,
1975-76 and 1976-77 respectively for minis-

ters and senior civil servants displaying, in

each case, the make, model and cost and for

whose use the vehicle was purchased together
with figures displaying what proportion were
full size, intermediate and compact. The prices

quoted do not include either federal or pro-
vincial sales taxes.
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APPENDIX A

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT USERS SPECIFICATION AND REQUEST
TO PURCHASE FOR MINISTERS' AUTOMOBILES

Type:

Oldsmobile 98 Luxury, 98 Regency
Buick "Electra 225 Custom"
"Electra Ltd"

Chrysler New Yorker Brougham
Mercury Grand Marquis
Other, Specify

Body Style: Four Door Sedan Four Door Hardtop Two Door Hardtop

All Vinyl

Colour:

Exterior—Specify colour

Interior-D Comb. Cloth & Vinyl Trim

Specify colour

Vinyl Roof—Specify colour

Engine: Standard or specify option

Equipment:
With all Standard Equipment, plus the fol-

lowing if not standard:

Anti-Spin Differential

Power Steering
Power Brakes—Front disc—Rear drum

D Power Windows
Power Door Locks
Power Deck Lid Release (Trunk)
Air Conditioner

Tinted Glass—all round
Rear Window Electric Defroster

AM/FM Stereo Radio, pushbutton with
rear seat speaker

Six-way Power Bench Seat with Folding
Arm Rest

Twin Comfort Lounge Seats, power, driver

and passenger, six-way, with individual

controls

B

Six-way Power Bucket Seats (if available),

2-door only
Deluxe Wheel Discs

Remote Control Rear View Mirror (left

side)

Electric Clock, Hood & Trunk Deck
Lights, and Courtesy Light Group
Tires—First line steel belted radial, white

wall

Heavy duty Alternator

Heavy duty Battery

Cornering Lights
Protective Door Edge Guards
Protective Bumper Guards

Colour-keyed Floor Mats

Please complete and return with covering

requisition

Approved by

Ministry of ...

Dated
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APPENDIX B

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT USERS SPECIFICATION AND REQUEST
TO PURCHASE FOR DEPUTY MINISTERS' AUTOMOBILES

Type:

Oldsmobile "Delta 88" Royale
Buick "Le Sabre" Custom

Chrysler Newport Custom
Ford "LTD Brougham"
Mercury "Marquis" Brougham

Other, Specify

Body Style:

Four Door Sedan
Four Door Hardtop
Two Door Hardtop

Colour:

Exterior—Specify colour

Interior-D Comb. Cloth & Vinyl Trim
All Vinyl

Specify Colour

Vinyl Roof—Specify Colour

Engine:
Standard
or specify option

Equipment:
With all Standard Equipment, plus the fol-

lowing if not standard:

Anti-Spin Differential

Power Steering
Power Brakes—Front disc—Rear drum
Power Windows

Please complete and return with covering

requisition.

Power Door Locks
Power Deck Lid Release (Trunk)
Air Conditioner

Tinted Glass—all round
Rear Window Electric Defroster

AM/FM Stereo Radio, pushbutton with
rear seat speaker

Six-way Power Bench Seat with Folding
Arm Rest

Twin Comfort Lounge Seats, power, driver

and passenger, six-way individual controls

Six-way Power Bucket Seats (if available),
2-door only
Deluxe Wheel Discs

Remote Control Rear View Mirror (left

side)

Electric Clock, Head and Trunk Deck

Lights, and Courtesy Light
Tires—First line steel belted radial, white
wall

Heavy duty Alternator

Heavy duty Battery

Cornering Lights
Protective Door Edge Guards
Protective Bumper Guards

Colour-keyed Floor Mats

Approved by

Ministry of

Dated
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21. Mr. Reid (Rainy River)—Inquiry of the

Ministry: 1. On what date did the Premier
order the enquiry by Campbell Grant? 2. On
what date did the preliminary court inquiry
begin which gave rise to the inquiry by Camp-
bell Grant. (Tabled July 8, 1977.)

Answer by the Premier (Mr. Davis):

1. October 8, 1976.

2. November 4, 1975.

20. Mr. Cassidy—Inquiry of the ministry:
Will the ministry table the research that led

to its determination of the maximum allow-

able rent increase for the year 1976-77 and
the year 1977-78. (Tabled July 7, 1977.)

Answer by the then Minister of Consumer
and Commercial Relations (Mr. Handleman):

In recommending an allowable level to be

applied by the rent review program from

August 1, 1976 to July 31, 1977, an analysis
of anticipated costs was made, based on two

assumptions:

(a) A 45 per cent share of operating costs

of gross rental revenue with a moderate

municipal tax increase;

(b) A 50 per cent share of operating costs

of gross rental revenue with a slightly higher
allowance for municipal taxes and a slightly

higher energy allocation.

These estimates are attached.

In recommending an allowable level to be

applied by the rent review program from

August 1, 1977 to December 31, 1978, the

analysis of anticipated costs was made on the

basis of a 55 per cent share of operating costs

of gross revenue which was found to be more
in keeping with that experienced by the pro-

gram and anticipated percentage cost esti-

mates. These estimates are also attached.

It should be noted that the ministry did not

determine the maximum allowable rent in-

crease but rather put forth a recommendation

which, in the case of 1977-78, was a recom-
mendation of eight per cent or a lesser

amount to be set by order in council should

the circumstances warrant it.

Calculation of 1976-77 Operating Cost Increase anticipated for Rental Units (Percent)

Assumption A
Net Impact

Portion Inflation on Rent
Cost Attribution of Rent Factor Increase

Municipal Taxes 20 20 4.0

Maintenance and Repairs 9 10 0.9

Administrative Costs 8 10 0.8

Fuel Costs 5 15 0.8

Electricity and Water Costs 3 25 0.7

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 45 7.2

Assumption B

Net Impact
Portion Inflation on Rent

Cost Attribution of Rent Factor Increase

Municipal Taxes 22 25 5.5

Maintenance and Repairs 9 10 0.9

Administrative Costs 8 10 0.8

Fuel Costs 7 15 1.1

Electricity and Water Costs 4 25 1.0

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 50 9.3

Calculation of 1977-78 Operating Cost Increases anticipated for Rental Units (Percent)

Cost Analysis

Net Impact
Portion Inflation on Rent

Cost Attribution of Rent Factor Increase

Municipal Taxes 25 13 3.25

Maintenance and Repairs 9 10 0.90

Administrative Costs 9 20 1.80

Fuel Costs 7 30 2.10

Electricity and Water Costs 5 12 0.60

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 55 8.65
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The House resumed at 8:02 p.m.

BUDGET DEBATE
(continued from June 28)

Resumption of the adjourned debate on the

motion that this House approves in general
the budgetary policy of the government.

Mr. McCaffrey: Mr. Speaker, it's a privi-

lege for me, particularly as a new member, to

speak this evening to the 1977 budget for our

province. I think everyone would agree that

the budget—any budget, in fact—is a key
document, not only in that it directly affects

the activities of individuals and corporations
within its jurisdiction but because it is a
statement of the government's strategies and

goals, and reflects a government's ideas on
how we can best cope with the economic

problems we face at any given time.

We all know these are serious times in our

country and our province. I want to briefly

touch on some of the broader national eco-

nomic problems today and then those that

have more direct impact on us in Ontario. I

would like then to look at this government's
response to the budget in these areas and
discuss what we might reasonably expect in

the future.

As everyone in the assembly knows, there

are both disadvantages and benefits for those
of us who are new members. On the negative
side there is some lack of detailed knowl-

edge of existing government programs and
still some lack of familiarity with the way the

system works. The benefits, however, should
not be lost sight of. Uppermost here, it seems
to me, is that until very recently the new
members were in the real world outside this

splendid assembly working, in my case, as a

small businessman to achieve some personal
goals.

In truth, we probably did not spend as

much time as we should have in working with
the government people or familiarizing our-
selves with government policies. None the

less, all new members hopefully arrive with
some new ideas with a capacity to be objec-
tive in our compliments and our criticisms of

government, and we are not, I hope, too

caught up in the partisanship of party politics,

which I think often detracts from our abilities

to get on with the job.

Thursday, October 20, 1977

It's my intention this evening to be both

objective and non-partisan, while commenting
on this government's budegt. Accepting the

fact that we can't look at the Treasurer's (Mr.
McKeough) budget in isolation, let's reveiw
some of the national economic problems we
face as Canadians and that are more pressing
now than at any time, certainly in my life-

time. As Canadians, we face an extremely
severe challenge brought on in good measure

by the Liberal Party in Ottawa. That I think

is honest, objective and, I hope, a non-partisan
statement.

Mr. Kerrio: And contagious on your side.

Mr. McCaffrey: The ongoing problems of

high inflation and unemployment, which are

clearly beyond the control of Ottawa, pose
some very special problems for the govern-
ment of this province. The weakness of our

Canadian dollar on the foreign exchange
markets, the precipitous drop in foreign in-

vestment in this country and, even worse, the

loss of Canadian investment capital and in-

creasingly of Canadian individuals to more
fertile regions, particularly the US, have

weighed harder on Ontario citizens than on

others in this country.
I think it is important to remember that the

leader of the national Liberal Party and the

head of the Liberal government in Ottawa,
when faced with this litany of failures, has

responded by making two important demands
of the taxpayers of Canada. I think they are

significant because of what they show of him
and of his Liberal government. Later we will

look at how our provincial party and the

Premier of this province (Mr. Davis) have

responded to the same list of challenges.

The federal Prime Minister has asked us to

revise our level of expectations, to learn to

accept a lower standard of living and to

reduce our hopes and our expectations for

ourselves and our children. What is worse,

his second message is we must learn to work
harder and be more productive. This latter

piece of gratuitous advice more than anything
else shows how out of touch the national

Liberal leader is with the real people and the

taxpayers, at least in this province.
Let me say that on behalf of the people of

Armourdale, whose expectations, while high,
have always been reasonable and who have
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always accepted the necessity for hard work,
we will not accept his advice. We reject these

messages from the Prime Minister in total. We
will not accept it. He has given up. Rather
we choose to follow the more prudent, respon-
sible and, if I may say, business-like attitude

expressed by the Premier and the Treasurer
of this province. This Ontario government
tries to cope with the problems of inflation

by taking the more difficult but more honest
course of instituting a far-reaching restraint

program.
I applaud this government for the difficult

but responsible way in which the bureaucracy
has been reduced in our province while

Ottawa's has continued to soar. As a new
member and, therefore, I hope in an objective
and non-partisan way, I support this govern-
ment's continued cost-cutting efforts. How-
ever, we are not without some unique prob-
lems in our own province. After 1980, most

predictions called for a slight decline in our

own economic growth. The share of the

province's output produced by the manufac-

turing sector is expected to decline slightly
over the next 10 years. Unfortunately, the

decline will be most evident in employment
opportunities. Manufacturing, which now em-

ploys some 25 per cent of the work force, is

expected by some forecasters to employ only
15 or 16 of the work force by the year 1995.

There are several reasons for these more
modest forecasts for our provincial economy.
Number one, this expected decline is partly

due to the heavy influx of foreign automobiles

which has had an adverse effect on car manu-
facturers. Number two, it is partly due to the

population growth pattern which is expected
to decline in our province in the 1980s.

Thirdly, it is partly due to the very severe

slump in construction we see, particularly in

the Metro area.

But, again, any reasonable person would
have to acknowledge that one of the main
factors underlying the lower forecast is the

harsh, anti-business attitude that has eman-
ated from Ottawa. This anti-business, anti-

profit attitude, which the national Liberal

Party in Ottawa has allowed to grow, and in

many cases has even encouraged, has more
than any other factor been responsible for the

drop in foreign investment in this country and

caused much Canadian investment capital to

leave this province.

Members of this party and this government
have never been afraid to admit the truth

about real job increases. Real job increases

in this province and in this country are the

direct result of the level of profits in the

private sector and nothing less.

I was amazed—and, I must say, disap-

pointed in the past election here in June-
how the Liberal Party oversimplified the

question of job creation.

Mr. Kerrio: That is not what disappointed.
The results are what disappointed you.

Mr. McCaffrey: Sweeping claims about
their ability to create thousands of jobs-

Mr. Kerrio: The results are really what
shocked you.

Mr. McCaffrey: —only detract from the

credibility of all members of this assembly
and, frankly, are an insult to the majority of

people who know-

Mr. Conway: What about the job oppor-
tunities created for your predecessor?

Mr. McCaffrey: —that the only time the

government creates a job in the real sense of

the word is when they hire a civil servant.

Mr. Conway: More partisan trash.

Mr. Warner: Tell us about the Bramalea
charter.

Mr. McCaffrey: Government, however,
does have a clear responsibility to create

employment opportunities.

Mr. Conway: Who gave Phil a job?

An hon. member: Behave yourself, Sean.

Mr. McCaffrey: This has been done in

Ontario and will continue to be done by pro-

viding the type of economic climate in which
new business can be formed, and in which

existing businesses can be allowed to expand
and innovate. But we all must acknowledge
the fact that private sector growth is the only

way we will get out of this severe slump.
This government has helped to create, and

fights to keep, a healthy climate by the wise

application of tax policy and by avoiding ex-

cessive regulatory restrictions.

I was pleased to see this morning that my
colleague the member for London South

(Mr. Walker) had made some comments, re-

ported in the Globe and Mail, about a "sunset

law", and I think it shows the kind of think-

ing that goes on in this party on an ongoing
basis.

Mr. Ruston: Unsatisfactory.

Mr. McCaffrey: The most important thing

we can do is to continue practising restraint.

Problems persist, however,—

Mr. Sargent: But who put them there in

the first place?

Mr. McCaffrey: —and tomorrow morning
this Legislature will hold an emergency
debate on the pressing problem of the Inco

layoffs in Sudbury.
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Mr. Wildman: Your friends are laying those

people off.

Mr. McCaffrey: Let's approach this debate
in a responsible manner. Let us not resort to

the cliches that sometimes even get the better

of good people during election campaigns.

Mr. Foulds: Like the Minister of Energy
(Mr. J. A. Taylor).

Mr. McCaffrey: Sudbury miners are pro-
ductive. They rank at the top as the best-

trained miners in the world, yet they are out
of work. The company, faced with a very
severe decline in the price of its product
had, it seems to me, no other alternative.

There are no easy answers and everyone
here knows that, but a solution will be
found; hopefully, we can make some pro-
gress on that tomorrow, even if it's a short-
term solution. In the long run, I think the
more we all commit ourselves to the policy
of restraint in a public way, the better off

we'll all be.

Mr. Foulds: Inco showed a lot of restraint.

Mr. McCaffrey: An editorial which ap-
peared in the Globe and Mail on September
19 caught the spirit of this government's
programs. The editorial, appropriately
enough, was headed: "The Hard and Only
Way". Mr. Speaker, may I quote.

Mr. Wildman: "Hard" is certainly true.

Mr. McCaffrey: "A country which rejects
the kind of common sense talked by the
Treasurer is asking for more and more un-

employment."

Mr. Mackenzie: You mean a Roman gen-
eral.

Mr. McCaffrey: The editorial went on to

say, "Working towards a balanced budget
would force the government to cut waste in

its spending,"—

Mr. Kerrio: You are not going to live that

long.

Mr. McCaffrey: —"to bargain realistically
with its employees, to force realistic bar-

gaining on municipal councils and school

boards, and would help to stem the hor-
lendous increases in municipal tax rolls."

This government has not practised its

restraint because it's been easy or because
it's been politically popular.

Mr. Warner: You created the debt.

Mr. McCaffrey: On the contrary, this gov-
ernment has attempted to set an example
with all levels of government in this country.
Often the message is not as clear as one
would hope, and I think this is reflected by
one member of the New Democratic Party,

the member for Welland-Thorold (Mr.

Swart)—

Hon. Mr. Welch: Who's not in his seat

tonight.

Mr. McCaffrey: —who wrote a letter to

the Toronto Star which was published Sep-
tember 26.

Mr. Foulds: Good letter, that.

Mr. McCaffrey: He was commenting on
the Treasurer's advance notice of the 1978

provincial transfers to local governments,
which he went on to describe as "a superb
con job."

Mr. Foulds: Right on.

Mr. Warner: Right on.

Mr. McCaffrey: He showed the kind of

thinking that makes it difficult for his party
to face the notion of disciplined restraint in

government spending.

Mr. Warner: We didn't create the debt.

You did.

Mr. McCaffrey: His letter said, "When
the property owners are hit with a hefty
increase in taxes next spring"—

Mr. Warner: It's your fault.

Mr. McCaffrey: —"because the provincial

money is not there . . ."

Mr. Kerrio: Blame it on the feds.

Mr. McCaffrey: You see, he automatically
assumes that the municipalities will raise

property taxes rather than practise restraint.

He assumes that they will not even attempt
to initiate some control of their in-year

spending increases.

Mr. Foulds: Do you think they are out of

control?

Mr. McCaffrey: It is this kind of rutted

and doctrinaire thinking that is perhaps the

greatest obstacle to any restraint program.
It underscores the need for all members of

this assembly to work at discussing topics of

this nature in a more candid and objective

way to better serve the people.

Mr. Foulds: Get out of your dogmatic
straitjacket.

Mr. McCaffrey: One could talk at length
about the failure of Ottawa Liberals in other

areas crucial to Ontario's economic interest,

but it's much more constructive to refresh

our memories about the positive way that

the Premier of this province has led the

fight to good and responsible government in

the country.

Mr. Germa: That guy couldn't run a pea-
nut stand.

Mr. McCaffrey: The auto pact, for in-

stance, suffered for years because the fed-
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eral government had neglected to make any
critical assessment of Canada's performance
under it. Despite that this was clearly a

federal responsibility, the Ontario govern-
ment took it upon themselves, just last year,

to conduct a thorough review. This govern-
ment articulated our concerns about produc-

tivity, about share of assembly, about achiev-

ing a reduction in the parts deficit, and,
about the need for regular reviews of the

pact and the performance of the industry.

This government adopted an early and

very tough position in support of the federal

anti-inflation program and, what is perhaps
not so well known, adopted a firm and pub-
lic position on the post-control period as

well. Our commitment has been and remains

the commitment to the complete withdrawal
of controls now, a recognition of the need
for the development of a special approach
to future public sector bargaining involving
the awareness of the equity and ability-to-

pay principles, the establishing of a national

public-private sector monitoring agency in

this post-control period, the need to ensure

basic protection for tenants for unjustifiable
increases in rental costs-

Mr. Warner: The controls run out in a

year and you won't do anything about it.

Mr. McCaffrey: —while at the same time

recognizing the importance of increasing the

supply of rental accommodation.

[8:151

In addition, Ontario's co-operation with

Ottawa in renegotiating our position under
the Fiscal Arrangements Act has led to a

significant disentanglement of federal-provin-
cial responsibilities and accountabilities which,
to my mind, is as effective an initiative in

preserving a vibrant confederation as any
rhetoric about national unity. One would only
think that the Prime Minister, if faced with

the same kind of a challenge, would perhaps
discuss a referendum.

The Ontario budget announced the estab-

lishment of venture capital corporations,
which is a welcome move. One hopes there

will be federal income tax relief for invest-

ment in these VICs. Venture capital people

say there is a lot of private money here that

could be captured for venture capital if there

was some federal tax encouragement.
The establishment of a royal commission

on pensions by this government is also an im-

portant move. We in this party recognize that

the whole question of pensions, both private

and public, will likely be the dominant,
social and economic challenge facing all of us

in the very near future. The royal commission

on pensions should zero in on some of these

areas:

Indexing—What is the real effect of un-

limited indexing of pensions? Will it bankrupt
us? Should there be a limit on the amount

by which pension payments can be increased

after retirement? What projections can be

made now with respect to the Ontario civil

service plan as to future costs of indexing?

Further, what are the real needs of pen-
sioners? There is not much information on

how pensioners are coping at the moment
with their combinations of old age security,

CPP and private pension plans.

Small employers' plans—Most large em-

ployers do have a pension plan. Should small

employers be compelled to have one? Get the

actuaries to work. Work up some examples of

the cost of putting in a plan for a small busi-

ness of, say, 25 or fewer employees.

[Portability—Private pensions now are port-

able only if there is an agreement between

plans. For example, if an employee of com-

pany A moves to company B, he can't take

his pension credits with him unless there's a

pension agreement between those two com-

panies. How many such agreements do exist?

Is an employee penalized if he must leave his

pension credits in his previous employer's

plan? If so, why are there not more pension

agreements now between companies? Can the

private pension fund industry move more

quickly to full and immediate vesting provi-

sions for contributors?

These and other important questions must

be dealt with and will be dealt with by this

government very soon.

Clearly, the record of this government has

been good, and that record has not been lost

on the voters of Armourdale.

Mr. Foulds: That's not so clear. Remember

you are a minority government.
Mr. McCaffrey: I firmly believe that the

Armourdale constituency is unique in this

province.

Mr. Warner: It's certainly unique in elect-

ing you.

Mr. McCaffrey: Ours is a constituency com-

posed entirely of hardworking, responsible

taxpayers who do have and will continue to

have high goals for themselves and their

children. The residents of Armourdale make

up the very backbone of our country and our

province. We in Armourdale know what it is

to work hard and to save and to live, I would

add, within our means.

Mr. Foulds: With the level of income that

is relatively easy.

Mr. McCaffrey: The goals of this govern-
ment to practice restraint and to try to bal-
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ance the budget at some future date are goals
that are understood by everyone in our con-

stituency. As responsible taxpayers, they know
what it is to try to balance the budget in

their own firms, large and small; indeed, to

try to balance their own family budgets within

their own homes, an area where cuts are made
and priorities are established on a regular
basis.

Mr. Wildman: I understand quite a few
families operate on deficit spending.

Mr. McCaffrey: We all know what this

means and we all know the difficult choices

must be made. From our provincial govern-
ment we have learned to expect discipline,

restraint and even leadership in the national

sense when it is required. When the Treas-

urer introduced his budget earlier this year
he made one statement which more than most
others reflect the attitude of the people of

our constituency towards government in gen-

eral, and I quote: "The evidence is clear that

our citizens do not want to pay higher taxes

to buy more public services. They want higher
real incomes and they want value for the

taxes they already pay."
In my constituency, we know that geog-

raphy and history have treated our province

well, but we also know in an objective and

non-partisan way that the calibre of leader-

ship that this party has provided to its citi-

zens for more than a generation has kept us

in the forefront of good government growth
and stability.

Mr. Wildman: That's an unbiased state-

ment.

Mr. McCaffrey: We fully expect this party
and this government to accept the challenge
of the next generation, and to offer the leader-

ship to meet the times so that we can con-

tinue, as every member of this assembly

knows, to be the province of opportunity.

Mr. Foulds: That speech had a certain style

but no content.

Mr. Ruston: I would like to congratulate
the member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Roten-

berg) on his appointment as Deputy Chair-

man of the committee of the whole House,
a new member just elected recently. We are

looking forward to seeing him carry that re-

sponsibility very adequately.
I am very happy too to see the appoint-

ment of the Speaker, the member for Lake

Nipigon (Mr. Stokes), who was elected to the

House in 1967, the same year as I was. He
has that very fine opportunity to show us

his abilities and so forth. I am sure he will

find things trying at times, as we have

noticed probably in the last couple of days
and probably more so today. However, I am

sure he will carry it out to the best of his

ability and try to keep the House with a
little decorum.

Mr. Conway: Give them hell.

Mr. Ruston: I was just going to have a

quiet sort of a speech, but then I heard the

remarks of the previous speaker, the member
for Armourdale, who got up and said he was
going to be very non-political and so forth

and then started his rampage against the

federal government, which I have no love

for either. There happen to be Liberals in

power but the people of Canada elected them;
so that's it. I accept it the same as I accept
whatever they elect in Ontario. But the

strange part of it is that the government of

Canada under the present leader was in with
a minority in 1972, but when he called an
election he got a majority, and that's better

than the members did over there, I can tell

them. And that's better than they are going
to do, I can tell them.

Mr. Nixon: Out the door.

Hon. Mr. Welch: That's not going to be

too prophetic.

Mr. Ruston: In the United States they have,

a law that the president can't be elected more
than eight years. In Canada, we don't have

anything like that and we do have strange
situations where one government stays in

power many years, which we have had in

Ottawa. One time the Liberals were in power
in Ontario for 30 years with Oliver Mowat, I

believe it was. I am glad to have the good
member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk who un-

derstands Ontario history probably more
than anyone here in the House.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I went to university with

him and he failed history.

Mr. Ruston: And also the member for Ren-

frew North. I am sure they could straighten

me out if I get mixed up on my history. Then
we had kind of a downfall in political power
in Ontario and the members opposite had

control for a number of years until 1975.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Thank goodness.

Mr. Sargent: All downhill.

Mr. Ruston: I think the people really were

ready to turf them out. The big problem was

just for anybody to look at the Ontario budget
for the last six years. If that doesn't make them

sick to their stomach, then what does. I just

ate a nice dinner a while ago but looking it

over, I told my seat partner I needed a Rolaid

to help me out. It just throws you the way
that budget has gone for the last six years.

Hon. M* Welch: Has the member read

that budget?

Mr. Ruston: I sure have. Has the minister?
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Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Welch: What's on page 42?

Mr. Kerrio: A picture of the Treasurer.

Mr. Ruston: I'll take page 17, "Towards a
Balanced Budget."

Mr. Ruston: I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, we're

getting a little off track here. I didn't intend
to upset anybody. I'm a very non-political

person. I just like to have a nice quiet evening
of talking about the bad parts of the present
government and what we as Liberals would
do in their place.

Hon. Mr. Welch: He'll never have to

worry.

Mr. Ruston: It hasn't been too long, of

course, since that famous election of June 9—
Hon. Mr. Welch: He'll never have to worry

about that happening.

Mr. Sargent: On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker, would you please bring the govern-
ment House leader to order?

Mr. Ruston: That's a good idea, Mr.
Speaker. I think the member for Grey-Bruce
had a very good point, although I don't mind
interjections.

Hon. Mr. Welch: The first in 15 years.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Would the member for
Essex North please continue? He has the
floor.

Mr. Ruston: Thank you. In looking over the
financial affairs of this province, one wouldn't
think a Conservative government would do
that. Normally that is not their procedure.
They just run it right down and down. A very
good Conservative-and I think I said this one
other time in the House in one of my speeches
—a very great Conservative from our area
called me in the morning after I won the elec-
tion 10 years ago-it was 10 years ago last

Monday, I believe. He called me in the early
morning to congratulate me, and he said, "You
know, Dick, in a government you have to

make sure that the government keeps a bal-
anced budget when times are reasonably
good, but the time for government to spend
is when there is a lot of unemployment and
the economic system is going down. That's
the time the government must spend."

Today, this government has gone in de-

fault—you might call it default—with such a

large deficit for six years, that it now has

nothing to bring up without overtaxing the

people. They have just gone so far in debt
that of every dollar they collect in taxes, it

costs about 10 cents of that just to pay off the

provincial debt. They put themselves in that
bind themselves. They deserve to be there—

really, we should just walk all over them.

Mr. Havrot: He sounds just like Charlie

Farquharson.

Mr. Ruston: However, we have got to get
the people of Ontario going again and we
have got to show them how it can be done.

Mr. Maeck: Show us how they do it

federally.

Mr. Ruston: As for what they are forecast-

ing what they are going to get this year, the

budget estimated revenue for 1977-78 at

$11,983 million; now they have revised that

down to $11,497 million, which is a decrease
of $486 million. That's on the table of Sep-
tember 30, 1977. It's interesting to see some
of the places where this money is being
spent. In health care they saved $156 million

but, while they are saving in health care, the

member for Brock is really pouring out the

money with his Culture and Recreation and
Wintario funds.

Mr. Kerrio: The big spender.

Mr. Ruston: Yes, the big spender.

Mr. Nixon: Does the Minister of Culture

really run Wintario? The lottery?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
hon. member for Essex North has the floor.

Mr. Ruston: And the chances of winning
are pretty slim, too. Look at the bonus draw;
Number of series issued, 108; number of

tickets for series, 90,000; total tickets issued,

9,720,000; and five grand prizes of $100,000.
You have a chance of 1,944,000 of winning
$100,000. Some odds on that bonus prize!

Such advertising—"Everybody wins."

Mr. Nixon: What a ripoff.

Mr. Foulds: The odds are terrible but the

payoff is great.

Mr. Ruston: One can go on, of course, and
even with 203 prizes of $10,000 each there is

only one chance in 47,000—-and that includes

the bonus draw.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Who did that research

for the member?

Mr. Ruston: This type of advertising for

Wintario is beyond what I thought any gov-
ernment would ever get to.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Just take a look at that

Loto Canada stuff.

Mr. Mancini: This is not the House of

Commons.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Ruston: I thought I'd bring that up be-

cause I know the member for Brock is here.

[8:30]

Hon. Mr. Welch: On a point of order, it is

an unconscionable thing that Loto Canada is
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doing with respect to an instant cash lottery.

They'd put slot machines into every—really!
Mr. Foulds: Sic Larry Grossman on them.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. I would
indicate to the House leader that that is not

a point of order. The member for Essex North
will please continue.

Mr. Ruston: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I cer-

tainly agree with your ruling there. It was

absolutely ridiculous and' unbecoming of the

House leader to even suggest such a thing.

Mr. Nixon: There is a man who is going to

go places.

Mr. Ruston: He likes sending out those

letters with his name on them. On the ones
that they don't approve, of course, he puts

somebody else's name, as we all know.

Hon. Mr. Welch: You bet your life. That

protects their right to appeal.

Mr. Conway: I hear Clark has an arthritic

arm.

Mr. Ruston: We are concerned. The gov-
ernment here allowed Ontario Hydro, through
the Energy Board, to raise their rates last

year by 30 per cent. Now they go before the

Ontario Energy Board eight months later and

they really don't deserve any raise, although
I see they are, I guess, going to allow them
five per cent.

That had to be one of the worst causes of

some of our financial problems in Ontario. By
raising the Hydro rates so high, the govern-
ment actually took away the spending power
from people who had this money, had1 the

earning capacity, but the government raised

the Hydro rates so much that it took the

money away from things they could have

bought—furniture and all that sort of thing.

The government raised the Hydro rates

about 12 or 14 per cent more than they
should have been raised. They could have

been raised last year 15 per cent, this year
12 or 10, and the next year 10, and they
would have been smoothed along and people
wouldn't have noticed it. But that showed
the irresponsibility of Ontario Hydro and
this government's inability to deal with it.

The Ontario Energy Board again just

lately approved an increase to the Union
Gas Company for natural gas. Of course,
their prices are, we know, to a great extent

governed by the National Energy Board on
the prices they pay at the wellhead and

through the pipe coming into Ontario. But
at the same time, if you look at the profits
'
'
Union Gas, they're not doing badly.

I see Union Gas's fiscal year ending
March 31, 1977, had profits of $24,283,000;
March 31, 1976, profits were $19,391,000-

an increase in profit of 20 per cent or $5
million. I don't know what the AIB thinks

of this type of thing but they're certainly

going to get a copy of this report that I

have here. Because that is not, in my opinion,
conscionable at this time and I don't think
that it should ever have been allowed by
the Ontario Energy Board.
The only thing we can do now is make

representation to the Ontario Energy Board
to stop any increases that Union Gas—and
I'm sure that Consumers' Gas is the same-
are asking for in February coming up, until

this extra profit is used up.
So there are two things that we're not

controlling that should have been. We have
an Ontario Energy Board but they are not

doing the job and this government has not

given the leadership that it should to see
that the board does.

Mr. Foulds: I wonder why the AIB is so

ineffective in that case.

Mr. Ruston: To give an idea of some of

the problems that we are facing in the not
too distant future, I was noticing something
just recently in our own area in the city of

Windsor with regard to labour negotiations
with the secondary school teachers in Wind-
sor and the board of education. In a very

interesting report by the fact-finder who was

appointed to study the situation because

negotiations had broken down, fact-finder

Brian Downie of Kingston in part of this

report says, "The situation is so bad that if

a peaceful contract setdement is not reached,
the provincial government should consider

imposing an agreement that would last

three years." It is really a terrible thing that

a fact-finder would find that negotiations
with our school boards and teachers are so

bad.

He says: "In my 17 years as a student,

scholar and practitioner, and teacher of

collective bargaining and industrial relations,

I have rart.y encountered a relationship at

the bargaining table as full of mistrust and
bad feelings as this one." Downie says, "It

is abundandy clear that the relationship

won't improve until certain attitudes on both

rades are changed."
That is part of our problem in our whole

labour relations in Ontario and, probably, in

Canada; although it seems to me we have a

lower ratio of strikes this year, so I am sure

it is improving, but it worries me when I

see that type of situation in Ontario, espe-

cially so close to home.
I just don't know how we are going to

overcome that, but there is a limit to how
much we tax people. Someone has to draw
the line someplace; and someone has to sit
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down and talk across the table and figure

out how we are going to solve some of

these problems.

Mr. Sargent: Nobody is running the

store.

Mr. Ruston: In my own area a year ago
some of the school taxes went up about 18
or 20 per cent; but this year the school

taxes went up only about seven per cent.

So it did show better in our own area. But
I am concerned—going by the grant struc-

ture and so forth—what it is going to be a

year from now, especially when the Treas-
urer (Mr. McKeough) is reneging on what we
call the Edmonton commitment and the
amount of money that was to be turned over
to the municipalities and the school boards
based on the total money that he receives in

taxes here in Ontario; now he is cutting that
down and including grants to farm property
and things like that in the total grants in-

stead of keeping them separate as the in-

tention was at the time.

Another thing that we are concerned about,
naturally, is the unemployment situation. We
hear today of Sudbury and International

Nickel, and can see where we are heading in
the manufacturing field in Ontario. This is

something in which we have probably all

been remiss—in not seeing that more of our
raw materials are manufactured in Ontario.
Our export trade with Japan balances to a

degree, but the things we ship out have no
labour content in them to speak of and every-
thing we import from them is all labour
oriented.

I read a newspaper article the other day
in which it was stated that there are more
Japanese cars sold in the city of Los Angeles
than any other make; and they are competing
very strongly in other parts of the North
American continent, including Canada. So we
certainly have some things to consider when
it comes to our manufactured goods.

In budgeting the way this government has,

you wonder where they are going to cut down.
One interesting part of their spending is the

combined estimates expenditures for informa-
tion services. In some 18 ministries it is over

$18.6 million. Then, of course, they have a
few other ones in the citizens' inquiry branch
-that's $254,000. But there is $18.6 million

that we are paying for in information services,
with every minister having his own informa-
tion department, with former newspeople
looking after it, and staff in every one. Cer-

tainly, there has to be a real look at that. No
way should this government be spending $18.6
million for information services.

Mr. Foulds: Have they found out anything?

Mr. Ruston: If you ran your government
openly you wouldn't need information serv-

ices; people would know what was going on

through the media anyway. Maybe that is

part of your problem; you try to hide too

much; then you release your own information

as you see fit and it costs you a lot of money.
I think that's where we should be looking at

places to save money.

Mr. Conway: It takes $18 million to sell a

worn-out tire.

Mr. Ruston: That's right; and they are

spending it all the time in all the papers. I've

seen the new Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations' (Mr. Grossman) big ads with

his name in. You know: "If you don't get your
car fixed right give me a call and I'll go after

the garage and get it straightened out." So

that's one of the places where their ads are—

in the paper every day, "Call us and we'll help

you." But they always make sure the minis-

ter's name is there in bold print, so the public

will know it's a Conservative government that

is doing it.

Mr. Conway: Bold print and no bold action.

Mr. Gregory: Are you going to make a

speech tonight, Dick?

Mr. Conway: I want to know why Missis-

sauga doesn't have a cabinet minister.

Mr. Ruston: What's that?

Mr. Gregory: I just wondered if you are

going to make a speech tonight.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The

member for Essex North only has the floor.

Mr. Martel: Would you tell him to get back

to his chair?

Mr. Ruston: I was mentioning a few

minutes ago natural gas prices. I was reading

the other day "Natural Gas in Canada, Crisis

or Not?" an article from Energy, Mines and

Resources of Canada. We were informed not

too many months ago, maybe a year ago, that

there was an awful shortage and we had to

do everything to conserve—which we should

be doing especially as the price keeps going

up. But in looking over the latest reports in

here it says that we have anywhere from 30

to 50 years' supplies. In the last year in

Alberta I understand that the wells have been

going down faster than they can keep track

of them. Natural gas last winter was in

abundant supply and many of the small opera-

tors just couldn't get rid of it. They were

having trouble selling it.

Maybe it took the price increase to get

people out looking for it. And we'll grant

you that; unless they can make some money

they are not going to get out and hunt for

it. But now it looks like they have been
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hunting for it and they are finding it. They
are also finding new oil wells at different

levels and the supply is definitely much better.

It looks much better now than it did a year
or a couple of years ago when OPEC was

raising their prices and talking about cutting
us off and closing up the supplies at times.

So maybe that was a little bit of false in-

formation that was put around to get the

prices up; very likely this had something to do
with it. But as far as refined gas is concerned,
the oil companies have so much refined gaso-
line they just don't what to do with it.

I stopped in and got gas on the way down
the other day near Kitchener. The fellow at

the BP station said, "They are lowering the

price of gas to me now because they have
so much they don't know what to do with it."

The refineries are certainly busy and we have

lots of gas at this time and, of course, that

is to some extent keeping prices down right

now, at least at the retail level.

Mr. Foulds: The price of gas is being kept
down at the retail level? Live up north, buddy.

Mr. Huston: We are concerned that some
of the farm prices in Ontario have deterior-

ated in the last year or two, as many of you
are aware. A few years ago, we recall—in

1973, 1974, 1975-there was a world shortage
of foodstuffs which forced the prices up. Now
we are facing a different situation. There
are surpluses throughout the world and we
are suffering now from reduced prices.

One of the main crops we grow in our

area is corn and the price of corn is just ter-

rible at this time. I think the price is about

$1.65 for 15 per cent corn; if you were to

take it out of the field and dry it and so forth

you would probably end up with $1.45. It

was good to hear the Minister of Agriculture
and Food (Mr. Newman) announce his sta-

bilization plan for corn today. It will be effec-

tive for the 1977 crop. With the federal

stabilization plan they received six cents a

bushel for the 1976 crop from Ottawa. Now
with this in place, at least it is going to

keep him from going under, but it certainly
isn't going to leave him any profit. At the

cost of producing corn today, with the price
of machines and fertilizer and weed sprays
and so forth, we certainly need $2.50 to $3 a

bushel for corn.

[8:45]

The stabilization price in Ontario would
have been 11 cents for the 1976 crop if it had
been in place, so what the stabilization price
will be, depending on the five-year average at

95 per cent and any increase in cost of pro-

duction, I don't know. I think this year Ot-

tawa set it at around $2.23, if I remember
correctly.

So we are certainly going to need that

stabilization plan. I don't think it is going to

keep us above water. However, it will cer-

tainly help a great deal. I might say I'm proud
that our member £or Huron-Middlesex (Mr.
Riddell) has played a great role in getting a

half-way decent stabilization plan in this

House when we had to vote against it a year

ago. Through his efforts we got the bill

changed and at least it can work and it can
be improved, there's no doubt about that.

Another area of concern is with health care

and the hospitals in our area. Of course we
have, as many of you heard, what they call

the Riverview Hospital in Windsor. The Min-
ister of Health (Mr. Timbrell) is now trying
to say it's a wing or a unit of the Windsor
Western Hospital and I suppose in that way
he thinks he may have authority to close it

because it's not classified as a full-fledged

hospital. But I want to forewarn him now
that that is not the feeling we and the people
of Windsor and Essex county have.

That hospital has been in place for many
years, it's served a great purpose for chronic

Care people and especially the elderly, and
has served a great need. The people in that

hospital have been very dedicated—the nurses

and the staff completely—and in my opinion
it has been one of the best hospitals that we
have had, and the care in it has been that

way. Now it has been reduced to 120 beds,

but I don't think in any way that that hos-

pital should be closed.

I think it should continue to operate until a

new hospital can be built. It may take us

three or four years to get the money in place,

but there is some money left to the hospital

by residents in the community and that money
I'm sure can only be used for building a new
hospital of a similar type, with the amount
of money that may be there plus local fund

raisings and I'm sure the Wintario funds.

The member for Brock (Mr. Welch) has

left now, but he generally has lots of money
left over and I think we are going to have to

look at using some of that when the hospital

has to be replaced. There is no doubt it can

be used for that, and I'm sure it will still

leave enough for culture and recreation.

There just doesn't seem to be any sense to

have no limit to what you can spend on cul-

ture and recreation when you are going to

limit health care. I just don't think that's

reasonable. I just don't accept that in any
way.

I think if you are going to limit^ny budget-

ting, then all areas have to be limited. It

should not just be wide open on one and
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restricted on another, especially when it comes
to health care. So, Mr. Speaker, I just want to

forewarn the Minister of Health that we are

not accepting the principle that he is going
to close Riverview Hospital because in his

opinion it is a unit of another hospital. We
are going to see that he does not, whatever
we have to do.

Another matter of concern in our arear is air

pollution. Of course we are very close to the
United States, as the member might be aware.

My riding, I suppose, wouldn't be any more
than a mile from the United States in some
areas, and maybe even closer to the Detroit
River and the famous Zug Island on the
American side, with its heavy industrial fac-

tories in that area. It is a massive industrial

area, and with the prevailing southwest winds
it has been a real problem. True, it has been
improved1 in the last three or four years a

great deal to what it was 15 and 20 years

ago when orange-coloured mounds of smoke
just peeled across into Windsor and Sandwich
West township.

I think what we're going to have to do is

provide more teeth for the International Joint
Commission in the area of air control and
water pollution. They should be seeing in

these areas that the industry has to clean up,
instead of having private people who have
had damage done to their homes or to their

health having to go to try to sue these com-
panies in the United States.

In my own area, I've been investigating
areas that have had aluminum siding on their

houses for the last eight or 10 years. This

siding is pitted and all scuffed up, it's just a

complete mess. It cannot be cleaned off, and
it won't come off. It's gone right into the
aluminum itself. This is from pollution from
the United States. We certainly have to keep
after that and get more teeth in our interna-

tional laws so that this can be taken care of.

There are other areas of concern that I

have, but I really am concerned about the

general budgeting, the financial arrangements
and the mismanagement of money that this

government has had over the last six years.
It's just not acceptable to get up in this House
and blame everything on some other govern-
ment or something, when you yourself are

running at the deficit that this government is

over the last six years, and in the spending of

money had no desire whatsoever to try to

control it until about the last year. When our
leader in the last election started saying that

the government had to quit raising taxes more
than eight per cent or six per cent or some-
thing, I remember quite well when the Treas-
urer got up and said it was ridiculous. Even
he's doing that now. He knows that the

people were ready and were accepting what
our leader was saying, that government has
to restrict itself to taking money out. There's

only so much to go around. If you take out

more than you should, you're not leaving the

people money so that they can buy the neces-

sities of life in order to keep our industries

going in Ontario and Canada.
I just want to say again that the problem

in this province is the mismanagement of

money over the last six years which has put
the government in the position they're in now.
If they would have looked after their finances

properly, at a time like this they could prime
the pump, as we say, and put out $500 million

in new jobs and incentives and so forth.

We're still going to have to do some of that.

We have to do some of that. I think our

leader had the right system where you pay
$2,000 up to $10,000 by hiring people in

small industry, and you get the people back
to work that way and get the unemployment
rolls down. That can be done by co-operating
with the federal government through the un-

employment insurance office, because good-
ness they're paying it out anyway.

That's really the main gist of what I want
to say. It is the mismanagement of money
over the last six years that has put us in this

position we are today.

Mr. Wildman: As I rise to participate in

this budget debate, I'd like to take this op-

portunity to congratulate the member for

Wilson Heights (Mr. Rotenberg) on his

election as the Deputy Chairman of the com-
mittee of the whole House and to offer my
sincere wishes that he will enjoy his role and
that he'll do very well at that very important

job. I'd also like to offer my congratulations
to the member for Lake Nipigon ( Mr. Stokes )

who has been elected to the position of

Speaker.

Mr. Conway: Fine fellow.

Mr. Wildman: I consider it a privilege to

have him as my neighbour, not only as my
seat-mate here but also as the representative
of Lake Nipigon riding which borders on my
rather small riding of Algoma, which is only

400 miles long.

IMr. Conway: Is that in downtown Wawa?
Mr. Wildman: No, it borders on my riding

in the vicinity of White River, as a matter of

fact. It's a railroad community in the north

end of my riding, in which both the member
for Lake Nipigon and myself have mutual

friends and acquaintances. I'm sure they will

agree with me in anticipating that this Legis-
lature and the province will be well served

by him in his offce, and that his manner and

ability in discharging his duties will be a
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great credit to northern Ontario and to rail-

roaders right across the country.
We in this province are faced with a very

grave economic situation which was disast-

rously brought home to us today with the

announcement by International Nickel that

2,800 workers will be laid off at the end of

the year. If nothing else could convince even
this government, which seems to be domi-
nated by the thinking of Neanderthals, that

we must gain control of our natural resources

in the industries that exploit them, I don't

know what will.

Mr. Warner: A bunch of animated rocks.

An hon. member: There's nobody over

there.

Mr. Wildman: In northern Ontario in gen-
eral, and northeastern Ontario and Algoma in

particular, we are blessed with a great wealth
of minerals, forests, water and some of the

most beautiful scenery in Canada east of the

Rockies. Anybody who has travelled from
Wawa south to Sault Ste. Marie on the Trans-

Canada Highway can certainly testify to that

scenery.

We've also got some of the most industrious

and hardworking men and women in the

country. Over the years, a large resource-

based industry has developed in the north

and Algoma. We have forestry, farming,

mining and tourism, but because of this gov-
ernment's failure to develop secondary in-

dustries that we need in order to provide job

opportunities, we appear to be squandering
our future. One only has to look at Blind
River on the north shore of Lake Huron in

the southeastern part of my riding to see the

problems that result from an industry which
is solely based on resource development and

exploitation of resources.

We are told many times that forestry is a

renewable resource, but unfortunately in

many cases the industry has been treated as

if forestry is really an extractive industry. We
mine our forests rather than farming them—

'Mr. Foulds: Timber mining.

Mr. Wildman: —and when that is com-
bined with a disaster like the one that took

place in Blind River in the late 1940s with
the very serious Mississagi fire, then you are

left with a community without a resource

base—a community that has had an industry
which was dependent upon that resource

base and a great deal of unemployment.
This doesn't just apply to things like

forestry or mining, it also applies to tourism.

Although tourism, I suppose, is a service in-

dustry of sorts, it's also a resource-based in-

dustry. You have to have the clean water, the

clean lakes, the clean air, the forests and the

wildlife if you're going to have a viable
tourist industry in northern Ontario. Unfor-

tunately, it doesn't appear to be the policy
of this government to maintain those re-

sources.

Our tourist industry is in serious trouble in

northern Ontario and has been for the last

two years. It picked up a little bit last year.
It was a little better last year than the previ-
ous year but still it's away down as it is right
across the province.

Mr. Eakins: Build a new lodge.

Mr. Kerrio: Not in Niagara Falls. We're

up in Niagara Falls.

Mr. Martel: Minaki Lodge.

Mr. Wildman: Perhaps we should have
located Minaki Lodge in Niagara Falls. It

probably would have made more sense.

The problem we've got in this province,
of course, and in the economy in general, is

that we have a branch plant economy. The
government has encouraged this and it

makes it almost impossible for the govern-
ment of the province to prevent the type of

economic fluctuations and unemployment we
have in Blind River and along the north

shore which now have become almost a per-
manent state—or the serious problems that

we now face in Sudbury. I'd like to spend
some time this evening talking about the

so-called solutions proposed by the Treasurer

of Ontario (Mr. McKeough) and others with-

in the government of this province and the

government of Canada for these serious

sconomic problems.
The whole country is facing the twin

scourges of high inflation and consumer

prices and record levels of unemployment;
when you combine the two, you have a sit-

uation that really defies traditional ap-

proaches both by conservative and Keyne-
sian economists. Despite the Treasurer's

overly optimistic and mistaken predictions
when he presented the budget just prior to

the election, Ontario still faces that high in-

flation and unemployment—unemployment
that has reached over eight per cent and
still continues to rise.

In some of the communities in Algoma,
even the ones that are more prosperous and
where we don't have serious unemployment,
consumers have to pay excessively high food,

shelter and energy prices, which continue to

escalate. In some areas we face unemploy-
ment levels of almost 20 per cent.

What kind of answer do you get from

this government when you raise these prob-
lems? I have pointed out to the Minister of

Energy (Mr. J. A. Taylor), for instance, on
a number of occasions that in communities
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like Wawa, White River and Hornepayne
that we pay almost $1.10 a gallon for reg-

ular gasoline. Down in southern Ontario

they talk about the possibility of $l-per-

gallon gasoline. Well, we have already got
it in the north, as the Speaker is well aware.

What does this government do? What
does the Minister of Energy do when you
raise the problem? He goes into a long dia-

tribe about how the NDP is not really in-

terested in doing anything for this province
and how he protects the consumers. When I

see him protect the consumers of my riding,

I'll go skating in July.

Mr. Martel: On Lake Superior.

Mr. Wildman: Yes, on Lake Superior. The
problem with the Minister of Energy is that

he misunderstands the fact that while I am
certainly concerned about the consumers, I

?m not concerned about the consumers
alone when I raise the problem of high gas-
oline prices; I am also concerned about the

independent gasoline station dealers.

You don't have to go as far north as

White River and Hornepayne to see very

high gasoline prices in my riding. You can
see it 20 miles outside of Sault Ste. Marie in

small communities like Echo Bay, Bruce

Mines, Goulais River, Batchawana and so on.

These communities have the same high
pi ices and, since they have to compete with
the self-serve stations in Sault Ste. Marie
because the commuters are travelling back
and forth, they go out of business. There is

just no way they can compete.
What does this government do? Neither the

Ministry of Industry and Tourism, the Minis-

try of Consumer and Commercial Relations

nor the Ministry of Energy has done anything
over the years and particularly the last two

years, when gasoline prices have risen so

high. When you consider the climate in our

part of the province and you talk about

gasoline prices, you have to keep in mind
as well the home heating oil prices are ex-

cessively high as well.

What kinds of solutions, if any, if not

from the Minister of Energy, does the

Treasurer provide for us in this province?
What does the government of Canada pro-
vide for us? Wo don't seem to be seeing
too many solutions.

There appears to be two conflicting views

about the policy directions which would be
best suited for dealing with the current high
inflation and joblessness. One is that of the

economic right, which is espoused by the

Treasurer and many Ontario editorial writers,

as was alluded to by the member for Ar-

mourdale (Mr. McCaffrey) when he was

speaking. He said we needed a hard ap-

proach, and the Globe and Mail has sup-

ported that.

It certainly is a hard approach. It empha-
sizes the problem of inflation and purports
to turn the economy around and bring a

return to prosperity by cutting public sector

spending. Basically that's the only answer

they have got.

The followers of this approach tend to be-

lieve that our economic problems are the

fault of the victims of those problems, and

they have a penchant for what can best be
described as welfare bashing. They put their

faith in the substantial transfer of resources

from the public sector to the private sector.

The method of implementing this approach
is a severe curtailment of the public service

spending and turning the resources saved over

to the corporate sector in the form of tax

exemptions and incentives.

In this period of stagflation, however, the

restraint program in public service spending
has not been successful in lowering the rate

of inflation, but at the same time it has

worsened the effects of high unemployment.
The proponents of this right-wing approach
argue that these bribes to private capital will

lead to increased investment, which will stim-

ulate growth both in the private sector and

expand employment. What they fail to rea-

lize is that these government gifts have never

changed the behaviour of private capital.

They have never created a significant number
of long-term jobs in a period of economic

slowdown. The impact of public sector cut-

backs and the reliance of government on the

private sector only serves to cause even more

unemployment and hardship for the jobless.

In his ill-conceived effort to balance the

budget, the Treasurer is ignoring the fact

that with the rise of unemployment the num-
ber of people requiring public assistance is

increasing seriously. The social welfare cut-

backs coupled with the changes in the UIC

regulations will be disastrous for the high

unemployment areas of my riding and the

rest of the province. One just has to look at

the north shore of Lake Huron to realize what

effects the extension in the waiting period
and the cutbacks in social services spending

by the province, will have on the people who
are out of work. The situation would be even

worse in my riding if it weren't for the boom
in Elliot Lake in the riding of Algoma-Mani-
toulin because, without the possibility of get-

ting jobs in the mines for the young and

physically able, for people along the north

shore we would have even higher rates of

unemployment.
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As municipalities are forced to slash pro-
grams that benefit the community, more and
more victims of unemployment and under-

employment, which is a serious problem in my
riding as well, will find it even more difficult

to obtain and pay for the necessities of life,

such as shelter and heat in a period of rising

prices.

As an example of this, with these tremen-
dous cost increases in Hydro rates over the
last year or so, the Ministry of Community
and Social Services apparently hasn't made
any adjustment in the way they calculate the
cost of heating a home for a person who is

on social assistance. They have made an ad-

justment, I think, for the cost of oil, but if a

person happens to have electric heat, then

they are literally out in the cold as far as

getting extra assistance is concerned because
there just isn't any adjustment. I wish the

government would at least look at that, even
if they must remain attached to their restraint

program. The Treasurer's unrestricted faith in

capitalism apparently makes it impossible for

him to see that in a period of such economic
distress social services are even more necessary
and must be provided by the public sector.

Social welfare, health services and affordable

housing are inherently socialist and have
never been provided by capitalism.

Since the public sector cutbacks were first

initiated in the 1975 budget, the performance
of the Ontario economy has continued to de-

teriorate and unemployment has continued to

climb. Surely this is proof enough that this

sort of ruthless budget slashing produces more
hardships for many people with no real eco-

nomic benefit. If the approach of the Treas-

urer isn't acceptable, what about the other

approaches that are proposed? The other main

approach proposed for dealing with our eco-

nomic problems is that of Keynesian eco-

nomics. Followers of Keynes argue that the

way to alleviate unemployment is to stimu-

late the economy by short-term tax cuts and

government spending on public projects and
services.

During the election campaign, as a matter

of fact, in May and June, it appeared to me
that, at least as far as Algoma was concerned,
the Premier (Mr. Davis) and his colleagues
had abandoned the Treasurer and had been
converted to Keynes. The Premier and other

cabinet ministers promised all sorts of pro-

jects in my riding. They paved the runway
at Wawa, they turned the sod for a new air-

port at Hornepayne—even though the black-

flies were bad for the minister when he was

having to do it. They even promised to build

the long awaited highway between Blind

River and Elliot Lake, just to name a few
projects.

Mr. Nixon: The road is paved into Horne-
payne; I happen to know.

Mr. Wildman: The first of these projects—
the runway at Wawa-has been completed. It

was needed, and it was a good thing. I hope
that the other two projects I mentioned won't
be cut because of the Treasurer's obsession
with balancing the budget at the expense of
these needed projects.

Mr. Lupusella: I am sure he will do it.

Mr. Wildman: You think so? Well, I hope
he won't. We will certainly try to prevent
him from doing it.

Mr. Lupusella: That's the problem.
Mr. Wildman: But even if the cabinet were

persuaded to undertake public service projects
and a tax cut to generate provincial demand,
they wouldn't be dealing with what I believe
to be the fundamental economic problem
causing high employement.

Both the Keynesian approach and the right

approach of the Treasurer are based up the

assumptions that the economy is merely under-

going a particularly severe period of cyclical
fluctuation which can be corrected by tinker-

ing with fiscal and monetary policies. While
I don't deny that part of our unemployment is

cyclical, it has been superimposed upon the

fundamental imbalance of the economy which
has led to increasingly high levels of unem-
ployment since 1966.

According to the science council of Canada,
for the period between 1955 and 1975,
Canada has industrialized at an abnormally
slow rate by comparison with most western

European countries and a large number of

non-European countries. In 1955, as an in-

stance, Canada was second only to the United
States in the value of manufactures per head.

By 1974 we had fallen behind countries

that had previously been a long way behind
us. Although these are national figures, they
have special significance for us, since Ontario

is the leading industrial province. Obviously,
new approaches are necessary to diversify our

economy by improving our industrial base to

provide planned growth and long-term em-

ployment.
In the short term, moving away from the

restraint program in the public sector and pro-

viding tax cuts to low and middle income

earners, are desirable. In that sense, I urge
that those Algoma projects go ahead and that

the government agree to such other capital

projects as a residential care facility for the

elderly in Wawa to serve northern Algoma, as

well as geared-to-income housing for Blind

River, Wawa and Bruce Mines, the comple-
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tion of the water and sewer project for the

whole of the town of White River, and other

improvements such as roads throughout the

riding.

Mr. Nixon: Have you got that air strip

paved?
Mr. Wildman: Yes, it's paved.
This would stimulate the construction in-

dustry in my area, provide facilities for the

services that are greatly needed, and stimulate

development and consumer purchasing power.
But tax cuts and works projects alone will not

cure long-term unemployment. Their impact
is only short term. Increased savings might
result from a tax cut but this would not assist

in stimulating demand and much of the addi-

tional consumer spending would be on im-

ports, especially if the Treasurer has his way
on tariff reductions.

Mr. Nixon: Are you a protectionist?

Mr. Wildman: Yes, I am.

This would have little effect on the jobs

here. Also, with the present high stockpiles in

some sectors—as is certainly true in the Sud-

bury basin, if you use that as an example-
companies under financial pressure might

simply use the opportunity of a consumer

surge to liquidate their excess inventory, thus

limiting the employment generating impact
of consumer tax cuts.

Further, the impact of increased consumer

spending might be blunted as corporations

raise prices to meet expanded demand. Tax
cuts and works projects must be measures

taken in the context of a more systematic

solution to long-term economic slowdown and

unemployment.
The provincial government must move to

exert public control over the economy,

especially investment decisions being made in

Ontario. We must make the size and use of

capital matters of public rather than just

private policy. Since corporate profits are

based on the exploitation of our natural re-

sources—our labour and consumer dollars—the

government must insure that corporations set

aside for the development of processing in-

dustries in Ontario a large portion of the 85

per cent of their profits they reinvest. This is

certainly true in cases such as the Sudbury
basin and along the north shore of Lake
Huron where, if the resource dwindles or the

market for that resource dwindles, then people
end up out of work and there is an economic

depression.

[9:15]

There can be no further deferrals of the

rules on processing in this province. If the

private sector doesn't fulfil its obligations, then

the government should use the corporate tax

revenue, received under a reformed tax struc-

ture, for direct public investment in secondary

manufacturing which has for so long been

ignored by the resource extraction industries,

especially in northern Ontario. The govern-

ment should direct and control growth in

various sectors of our economy to rationalize

and stimulate expansion and employment.

I hope I have convinced the Conservatives,

such as the Treasurer and his colleagues, as

well as the Keynesians who may be in this

House, to reconsider their approaches to our

economic problems. Short-term solutions such

as the cutbacks in balancing the budget,

which cause losses in services and jobs and

increased hardships to the victims of economic

recession, and also tax cuts in government

spending, are inadequate. Both of these ap-

proaches are just simply inadequate.

The priority of the government must be a

planned and controlled economic diversifica-

tion to provide expansion and long-term jobs.

We must develop secondary manufacturing

for northern Ontario and the province in

general. Places like Blind River, Thessalon

and Iron Bridge along the north shore should

be able to make use of the wood wastes that

are in the area for the development of such

things as a methanol plant.

Even in the more prosperous communities

of my riding such as Wawa we must develop

secondary industry. If we remain dependent

simply on iron ore, then in the long run we

are going to be in trouble. We must have a

diversified economy, one that is dependent on

secondary industries which are labour inten-

sive to provide the job opportunities we need.

If this isn't done we will continue to face the

tremendous economic problems we have faced

for so long-

Mr. Foulds: As long as this government

has existed.

Mr. Wildman: -and the long-term unem-

ployment and inflationary problems that we

have faced in this province will continue. For

those reasons I cannot support the budget

that was introduced in which the Treasurer

aims at balancing the budget, nor can I sup-

port the opposing proposals that we should do

the opposite, simply because it would only

be a short-term solution. We need long-term

solutions, and I implore the government to

see the error of its ways.

Mr. Hennessy: Mr. Speaker, may I take

this opportunity of congratulating you on your

appointment as Speaker. Being from the

north, the same area as yourself and the

member for Port Arthur, (Mr. Foulds) I can

realize the importance of the appointment. I

think you are the right man for the job and
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will do an excellent job. I am very happy for

you and very happy for the residents of

Nipigon.
I would also like to take the opportunity

of congratulating the member for Wilson

Heights ( Mr. Rotenberg ) on his appointment.
I am sure he will do a capable job.

I rise with pleasure to participate in the

budget debate of this province, Representing
the citizens of the great riding of Fort Wil-

liam, in their wisdom they have applauded
the efforts of the Progressive Conservative

government in the north by electing a gov-
ernment member to serve their continuing
needs well into the future.

I want to touch on a few specifics first. I

am happy to see that an adjustment has been
made this fiscal year in the grant structure of

the resource equalization grant. The standard

has been raised from $10,400 to $10,650 to

reflect the increase in the average per capita

equalized assessment in the province. This

will provide a moderate benefit to those north-

ern municipalities with a relative assessment

deficiency. In a time of restraint, any addi-

tional help is welcome indeed.

I am pleased with the government's policy

regarding a northern Ontario special support

grant. This special assistance to northern

municipalities has been raised from 15 per
cent to 18 per cent of net general dollar levies.

Partial support under this grant has increased

39.6 per cent, from $22.2 million in 1976 to

$31 million in 1977. I think the people of the

north appreciate that restraint as it applies to

them it has been handled fairly and not arbi-

trarily, as opposition critics would like to have

people believe.

Unconditional grants for the north are

receiving the strong and careful attention of

this government as well. I can recall back in

1974 total unconditional grants amounted
*t> about $62 per capita in Thunder Bay.
Today in 1977 those grants amount to about

$131, which is a hefty increase of over 111

per cent since 1974.

This is good news for the north and I

want to point out that I am not using iso-

lated examples. Terrace Bay township's un-
conditional grants have moved up 136 per
cent since 1974. Neebing township's moved
up almost 670 per cent. Throughout the
district of Thunder Bay the government of

Ontario-

Mr. Haggerty: Must be regional govern-
ment in that area.

Mr. Hennessy: —has provided support
where it has been needed.

That was the good news. The bad news is

is that people of the north are a far cry

from any sort of parity with the people of

the south.

I look in the 1977 budget and see that

the motor vehicle registration fees are now
lower—and the north won't argue against
that. I would like to add that I am attempt-

ing to have the government include half ton

and van trucks in that lower category.

Mr. Eakins: Take them all.

Mr. Hennessy: But that kind of thing only
scratches the surface. The people of the

north pay sales tax on base prices which
are higher than in the south, so we suffer

there. We seem to lose both ways on trans-

portation of goods to and from the north-

Mr. Foulds: You have been reading my
speeches.

Mr. Hennessy: —and although I am told

that transportation subsidies are not neces-

sarily the answer, I would say that the

north doesn't care what the answer is as

long as it provides a solution.

For too long the north has been looked

upon as a supplier of raw resources to fuel

the economy of the south. I say that kind

of thinking has just got to change. We can-

not continue to deplete the north's re-

sources, particularly our young people. In-

stead I want to see this province truly

recognize the unique and separate value of

this important frontier.

Mistakes were made in the urbanization

of southern Ontario and a lot of unnecessary

transportation, environmental and social

problems, not to mention economic prob-

lems, arose over the years as a result. We
want to extract what is best from the south's

experience and avoid the rest. We want to

plan our future in a way that provides for

the orderly development of opportunities
for our children. All we are asking for at

this time is a little understanding from the

government.
I know some of the members in this House

who have been here a little longer than my-
rolf were instrumental in establishing the

Ministry of Northern Affairs, and I think

this has been a great step forward in the

right direction, but to be honest it isn't

going to be enough by a long shot. So long
as its only real mandate is to integrate exist-

ing government activities under one roof,

what we really need is recognition that the

north and south are as different as oil and

vinegar. We can't export southern strategies

to northern Ontario and hope to achieve any
lasting solutions.

If there is one thing to the national unity

debate it's teaching all of us that Canadians

come in all shapes and sizes. They've all got
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different needs and rather than fit them into

one mould we've got to take them as we
find them. While I think there is a lesson

there for Ontario itself, I think that the pro-
vincial government must understand better

than it has in the past that the north is not

simply an extension of the south, and that

we will always resist any attempt to con-

form to southern expectations.
If I could return to the good news for a

moment, I would like to say there are many
areas of grievance between north and south.

We like the government's spending restraint

program. We like keeping as much of our

pay cheques as we can. Perhaps it is because

people in the north are a little more inde-

pendent. I'm sure they like deciding for

themselves how to spend their own money,
rather than have the government spend it

for them. Maybe that's why I'm on this side

of the House and not in the ranks of the

opposition. At any rate I admit we're going
to have our economic problems. It's not

going to get any easier in the future, but I

think that northerners understand that gov-
ernment is doing the best it can. I think

members in' this House should understand
that northerners are a tough, proud breed
of people. They can take care of themselves
when the going gets rough and they've been
in tougher economic times than these.

I won't be able to change the govern-
ment's attitude overnight, but that's all right
with me. As a northerner, I'll keep trying.
Thank you for your attention.

Mr. Nixon: That would have sounded
better from this side.

Mr. Eakins: Are you an independent?

Mr. Nixon: You'll never get out of the

back row.

Mr. Havrot: If it wasn't for us, you
wouldn't be there, in the opposition.

Mr. Foulds: What does that mean?

Mr. Conway: Like the preceding members
and participants in this debate, I too would
like to take this opportunity to congratulate
the member for Wilson Heights (Mr. Roten-

berg) on his selection as Deputy Chairman
of the committee of the whole House. In a

similar vein, I would like to join with mem-
bers of all parties in congratulating the

member for Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) on his

elevation to the position of Speaker of this

assembly. Like my leader, I feel obligated to

congratulate the Premier (Mr. Davis) for the

courage he has demonstrated in that particu-
lar process of nomination. As a member of

this party, I would also be remiss if I did
not extend congratulations as well to our good
friend the member for Perth (Mr. Edighoffer)

who will be serving as the Deputy Speaker.

I'm particularly pleased that the three gentle-

men I refer to in that particular trimuvirate

represent very well the obvious minority

quality of this tri-partisan or three-party Legis-

lature.

I would like to take this opportunity as it

is the first formal opportunity provided to

me following upon my re-election in June of

this year to thank most heartily the electorate

from the fair constituency of North Renfrew.

Mr. Foulds: A fair constituency and a poor
member.

Mr. Conway: I appreciate to a not incon-

siderable extent their confidence not only in

my re-election but I might say I appreciate

even more so the degree to which they ex-

pressed confidence in me on that occasion.

Mr. Wildman: Is Petawawa in your riding?

Mr. Foulds: It certainly postponed your

post-graduate studies.

Mr. Conway: I would also like to say at

this time I was privileged in 1977, in an

electoral sense, to have participated in a

campaign with two of the finest candidates, I

suspect, that were to be seen in this province

in this particular election campaign.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: The member for Ren-

frew South (Mr. Yakabuski) and who else?

Mr. Conway: I say in all sincerity that the

Conservative and New Democratic candidates

who contested that particular riding in 1977,

as they did in 1975, set a particularly high

standard that I like to think I maintained to

a certain degree.

[9:30]

Mr. Warner: Keep working at it.

Mr. Conway: And I think that they should

be publicly commended by me for the ex-

cellent and outstanding citizenship and cam-

paigns they put forward.

Mr. Gregory: Tell us what went wrong.

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, I was one of

those people who was elected in 1975—

Mr. Wildman: It was a good year.

Mr. Conway: Not a bad class, if I might

say so—with something less than an over-

whelming mandate.

Mr. Warner: The people in your riding

had a cruel sense of humour.

Mr. Conway: Certainly in the two years or

the 20 months that constituted the 30th Par-

liament of Ontario, I like to think that it was

an apprenticeship that provided me with an

opportunity to say little and learn a lot.

'Mr. Nixon: My colleague is not abandoning

that, is he?
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Mr. Conway: I want to say, and to assure

my hon. colleagues, that I will continue in

that vein, saying little and learning a lot.

Mr. Havrot: Too bad this isn't The Gong
Show.

Mr. Foulds: Is the member sure he's got

those in the right order?

Mr. Cassidy: If he said less, he might learn

more.

Mr. Conway: And I want to say that I cer-

tainly look forward to a longer tenure in this

31st Parliament and hopefully as constructive

a time as we witnessed, those of us who were

privileged to be here in the last Parliament, as

was the case during that tenure.

Mr. Wildman: The member is starting to

sound like Fred Burr.

Mr. Conway: I really am glad to be back
with so many familiar faces. That two-month

abstinence, so to speak, in the spring and

early summer, I guess it was, of this year,

made me realize just what an august assembly
this place really was.

'Mr. Warner: The member should do some-

thing constructive and resign.

(Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, I really would

appreciate if you would ask the hon. member
for Scarborough-Ellesmere to cease and desist

from his unkindly attack.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I would ask the hon.

member for Renfrew North to continue his

speech and to ignore any other persons in the

chamber.

Mr. Havrot: Does he want us to wipe his

eyes and blow his nose?

Mr. Conway: I shall try to the very best

of my ability, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: We're doing the same
to the member for Renfrew North.

Mr. Conway: The election of 1977, I think,

should be noted—at least, I would like to

make a few observations about the election

and certainly about the budget that preceded
that election call by some two weeks.

The government and the Premier were, I

thought more than a little ill-advised in their

precipitous decision, taken on that fine April

evening of this past spring, in forcing upon a

rather sophisticated electorate in Renfrew
North and elsewhere an election which

clearly they did not want and which, I think,

produced a most salutary result in a number
of respects.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Thank you.

Mr. Kerrio: We'll qualify that. Just wait.

Mr. Nixon: Not quite salutary enough—but
next time.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: It's always next time.

Mr. Wildman: It was all those Christmas

cards, Sean.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please Would
the speaker only continue?

Mr. Conway: The election campaign, like

the budget which preceded it, I think high-

lighted in a very real and spectacular way the

deep-seated, abject and all-too-apparent bank-

ruptcy of the Ontario Progressive Conservative

government.

Mr. Nixon: Precisely the way it struck me.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Same old stuff.

Mr. Conway: I read with interest the quar-

terly statement of Ontario Finances, speaking
about our present budgetary condition; and

noting, as many other hon. members have, the

rather interesting $l,452-million deficit pro-

jected for this year.

Hon. Mr. Snow: What about the $8 billion

in Ottawa?

Mr. Kerrio: It condemns them in the same

way that this government is—exacdy.
And I don't take much pride in that either.

What pride can the minister take in that?

Hon. Mr. Snow: They don't do anything—

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. Will

the members please allow the member for

Renfrew North to continue?

Mr. Conway: That particular figure, I

think, is an eloquent testament to the mana-

gerial capacities of this government.
I sat in the press room on Friday, April 29,

listening to the hon. member for Brampton

(Mr. Davis) trying to make a case for why it

was the people of Ontario needed this election

in such a desperate way. I was convinced on

that occasion that the bankruptcy of his case

then would be made only too clear to the

majority of people in the province throughout
the 37-day campaign, and I was more than

a little gratified on the evening of June 9 to

see that, in fact, that prediction was borne

true.

My colleague from Victoria-Haliburton

(Mr. Eakins) made, I think, an appropriate

reference to some of the chicanery, some of

the shenanigans, some of the politicking done

by the Tory party during that campaign.

Mr. Warner: Despicable.

Mr. Nixon: Anything to save a remnant

from Toronto.

Mr. Conway: It was, truly, as my hon.

colleague from Brant-Oxford-Norfolk has just

said, clearly, a limp-wristed effort to save

what little could be saved.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: That's not our party.
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Mr. Nixon: They were trying, really trying
to win St. George.

Mr. Conway: Oh, the cross of St. George,
indeed. But I want to say, Mr. Speaker, that

the campaign produced what Irving Layton
might have called on another occasion, at

least from the government party, nothing but
the never-ending nauseous craperoo that I

feel is being typified in that notorious charter.

Mr. Nixon: Nauseous craperoo?

Mr. Lupusella: It was a social offence.

Mr. Conway: It makes me think back to

that day in mid-May when I was quietly

working the back concessions of North Ren-
frew when I, like people in Moonbeam and

Armourdale, read about this famous Bramalea
charter. It made me think of what the Tory
plotters must have been thinking, because

they were concerned about the bankruptcy
of their philosophical offering, no doubt some-
one in the backrooms on Richmond Street

said, "Something of a general principle must
be offered to the electorate." I guess some-
one who is about as up to date as most of

those Tories are these days was reading the

speeches of George Drew.

My friend from Victoria-Haliburton says
that those were the good days. In relative

terms, as far as the Tory heritage and this

province is concerned, I think he's very cor-

rect. Remember that great campaign of 1943.

I remember it well. The Tories assaulted the

electorate of Upper Canada with the famous

22-point charter offering social security from
the cradle to the grave. All I could think

about in May 1977 was that while George
Drew had picked the Tories up at the cradle,

Bill Davis had them at the brink of the

grave. Do you know that prophecy or that

feeling was, again I'd like to think, confirmed

partially at least on the night of June 9.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: When we won seven

more seats.

Mr. Eakins: But not your majority.

Mr. Conway: I note the hon. member for

St. Andrew-St. Patrick says that they won
seven more seats.

Mr. Warner: That's how you measure it.

Mr. Conway: I think I must say, having
grown up and been educated in the edu-
cational system of the hon. member for

Brampton—
Mr. Nixon: Another illiterate.

Mr. Conway: —I must say that the hon.
member for St. Andrew-St. Patrick is correct.

The government increased its vote or its

number of seats—

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Both.

Mr. Conway: —not by seven as I recall

but by six. It seems to me that at dissolu-

tion-

Mr. Nixon: Were you exaggerating again?

Interjections.

Mr. Conway: —'the government's party had
52 members at dissolution and on June 9, or

certainly after recounts, they had 58 seats.

II must admit that like many other people,
I can understand the concern and the diffi-

culty that the hon. member for St. Andrew-
St. Patrick would have with that arithmetic,

because it depends on how one looks upon
the state of metamorphosis in which the

honourable and former member for London
North was at ithat particular time, but that's

one political hitchhiker we don't have to

worry about any more.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: It's the ones you have

you have to worry about.

Mr. Conway: And 1 have got to say this

in the presence of my good and honourable

friend, the new member for London North

(Mr. Van Home)—a fine and very positive
addition to our caucus—that next to the

renewed confidence that the good burghers
of North Renfrew expressed in me on that

night of June 9, I don't think there was

anything that gave me the pleasure that I

received from the results from London
North-

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Don't be vindictive.

Mr. Conway: —because I must say with all

due respect, knowing as I know you do, Mr.

Speaker, that you, unlike perhaps die mem-
ber for Sault Ste. Marie (Mr. Rhodes) but
like most of us, understand and appreciate
what it is and what it means to be part of

one, and essentially only one, political party.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: What about the mem-
be for St. George (Mrs. Campbell).

Mr. Conway: But I must say this, Mr.

Speaker, that the kind of political manoeuvre
that was typified by the former meml>er for

London North received, I think, its just des-

serts on the evening of June 9.

Mr. Gregory: What are you going to do
when he crosses the floor?

Mr. Conway: il must say that as one

private member I not only appreciate how
it was the suffrages of London North were
offered on June 9, but in a particular non-

partisan sense the great qualitative judgement
they made in electing to this assembly the

present member for that constituency.
I must say that I was a little disap-

pointed quite frankly, at the campaign offered

not by the local Conservative association in

my riding but by the "big blue machine."

Mr. Nixon: Not so big.
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Mr. Conway: Not so big indeed, says the

hon. member for Brant-Oxford-Norfolk. I

was flattered to—

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Not so blue.

Mr. Conway: I sometimes wonder, given
the recent cabinet appointments, from Scar-

borough Centre in particular, just what
colour the hon. ministry will assume.

Mr. Gregory: Don't let him hear you say
that.

Mr. Kerrio: You are bankrupt in those

departments too.

Mr. Conway: But I must say I was gen-
uinely flattered to read in one of the learned

Toronto journals early in the campaign that

I was a chicken out in the bush that was

really going to be chopped off at the—

Mr. Nixon: Where?

Mr. Conway: On the 9th of June. So I

watched with great interest—and I see the
hon. member for Carleton East, and I must

say that I know she shares with me this

sense of flattery and interest in that par-
fcular campaign, because I remember read-

ing about her riding in that—I think it was—

Ms. Gigantes: There are big, big differ-

ences. I would never refer to the electorate

of Carleton East as "good burghers".

Mr. Conway: There are. I would never
ever dispute the fact that there are essen-

tial differences between the hon. member for

Carleton East and the member for Ren-
frew North. I would be the last person
t ) dispute her claim in that respect. But I

was genuinely impressed to see that there
was a 11 -seat march to majority and that I

and my riding were to be part of that march
to Tory majority.

[9:45]

Mr. Wildman: So was Algoma.

Mr. Conway: I watched how the Tories

campaigned in Renfrew county. I am happy
to see the hon. member for Oakville here—
i he good Minister of Transportation and
Communications (Mr. Snow).

Mr. N :xon: He is still buying his elections

with that park.

Mr. Conway: The member for Brant-

Oxford-Norfolk speaks about opening things
and relates it to the member for Oakville.
That's exactly the point I want to make,
because we had—not in my riding, but cer-

tainly in my county—a major new highway
that we were talking about for some months.
We were waiting to see that blue ribbon
stretched across Highway 17 in the southern

portion of Renfrew South. We expected to

see it clipped some time on or about June 2.

That ribbon could have l>een cut at any
point, I suspect, from about September,
1976.

But the fact that the hon. member for

Oakville and the party that he is a consider-
able part of found their way to the ribbon-

cutting ceremony, not on June 2 or indeed
at any point before June 9, but sometime on
or about June 20—
Hon. Mr. Snow: It was June 29.

Mr. Conway: Thank you very much. June
29, I thought spoke eloquently about where
the Tory party has fallen in terms of its

genuine political capacities.

Mr. Ruston: Give it to 'em.

Mr. Nixon: They haven't had any sense
there since George Gomme left.

Mr. Haggerty: Did you have an invitation?

(Mr. Conway: The member for Erie asks,

properly, did I have an invitation? I must

say to my hon. colleague from Oakville, the

sense of personal hurt that I did not receive

one at that time runs, though silent, very
deep. I thought after a while that I was go-
ing to be running and I expected on June 9
to see on the ballot when I walked into mv
humble polling booth in the east end of the
fair city of Pembroke a ballot that repre-
sented the Conservative offering in the per-
son of the Premier (Mr. Davis). Quite frankly,
the man was in the riding more often, I

sometimes like to think, than the principals
in the local campaign. But he was outdone
in that, I must say.

Mr. Ruston: He came out once to our

place during the night.

Mr. Conway: I can appreciate why he
would stay away from Essex county.

Mr. Wildman: The black flies.

Mr. Conway: I really can appreciate how
the hon. member for Brampton would find

cause and good reason to stay away from
Essex county. I presume it was something
of the same cause that kept him out of

Timiskaming. But I must say he was not

alone in his very considerable visitations to

Renfrew North. The socialists, God forbid,

were there not only as frequently but more
so. In 1975, in the division of that year we
had a remarkable and truly historical result

that indicated that some 30 per cent of the

hardworking, God-fearing population of that

constituency found their way to a New
Democratic ballot. That produced over the

intervening 18 or 20 months an activity on
behalf of the member for Ottawa Centre

(Mr. Cassidy), and certainly the member for

Scarborough West (Mr. Lewis), an interest

and concern about Renfrew North the like

of which we had never seen before, those
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of us who have been active in the political

activity of that particiular area for lo these

many years.

Ms. Gigantes: I have been going up there

for years.

Mr. Laughren: To what is this relevant?

Mr. Conway: I must say that the New
Democratic Party brought to the political
debate in 1977 in north Renfrew a partici-

pation I certainly appreciated. I simply want
to answer the question of the hon. member for

Nickel Belt by saying that I expect fully,
over the next weeks and months and cer-

tainly in the next election, to have the same
level of activity and participation. They, like

the Tories—and this is the point 1 want to

make in that respect—found a county and a

riding that, quite frankly, a vast majority of

their party clearly did not know about prior
to September 1975. That is the point to

which I would direct the hon. member for

Nickel Belt and anyone else who wonders
about the relevance of that particular refer-

ence.

Mr. Nixon: They should pay Evelyn to go
up there.

Mr. Wildman: He's a good candidate,

though.

Ms. Gigantes: I've been going up there for

vears. He is so young, though, he wouldn't
know.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I would ask the

member for Renfrew North to continue and
to ignore any comments from his left.

Mr. Laughren: Good ruling.

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Arm-
ourdale (Mr. McCaffrey), who I see is here
and active tonight—'I often wonder just how
it was, within the context of our politics and
our public discussion, his predecessor left our

midst, but I'll leave that to the memoirs of

the hon. and present member—maybe, for

St. Andrew-St. Patrick, who might know
more than the hon. and present member for

Armourdale.
The opening speaker tonight started off

the budget debate with a very interesting dis-

cussion on matters economic and, latterly,
matters political, as they relate primarily
to the role that Ontario has to play within
the national economy and within the national

politics. I think that's an appropriate be-

ginning for anyone in this assembly-

Mr. Wildman: Especially when he's talk-

ing about the budget.

Mr. Conway: —and I commend the hon.

member's choice of topic. But I db not

accept, nor can I approve of, the argument
that he attempted to make in that connec-

tion, because for a period of some 30 minutes

those of us who had the willingness and the

indulgence to do so, listened to what has

become a plaintive call and perpetual cry
of the Ontario Tories, and that is, "It's

Ottawa's fault, it's Ottawa's jurisdiction."

Mr. Laughren: A pox on both their houses.

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Ar-

mourdale, like the speaker we had this after-

noon from that fine area of Carleton-Gren-

ville (Mr. Sterling), brought about as acidic

a tone to that discussion of federal-provincial
relations as I can imagine. I realize in my
advancing years that the hon. members for

Armourdale and Carleton-Grenville are fresh-

men. They are beginning what may or may
not be long careers in this assembly.

Mr. Wildman: You're just fresh.

Mr. Conway: But I suggest that they adopt
a stance that is slightly, if possible, less

partisan and hopefully more general and
constructive.

Mr. Wildman: Like you, eh, Sean?

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Algoma
says "like you" and I concur wholeheartedly.

iMr. Warner: Sean, you have driven all

but five out of the House.

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, it seems to

me that the campaigns of 1977 and 1975

have really turned, as far as the Conserva-

tives are concerned, on this question of

Ottawa-bashing. By a peculiar perversion of

Tory logic they seek to paint those hon.

members in this great party as part of that

Ottawa government scene.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: What are you so

worried about? Stand up and be counted.

Mr. Wildman: How could they do that?

Mr. Conway: And the member for Algoma
says, most appropriately, "How can they

do that?" Do I accuse the hon. member
for Oakville for giving this province a Brick-

lin? Do I ascribe to the hon. member for

St. Andrew-St. Patrick the accusations of the

new Premier of Manitoba?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: I don't mind. You
take Trudeau, I'll take Lyon.

Mr. Conway: Worse still, do I ascribe to

the truly hon. member for Oxford the wily
machinations of the federal member for

Prince Albert? Worse still, do I ascribe to

him the attitudes of that august gentleman's
memoirs?

Hon. Mr. Grossman: We stick with our

party.

Mr. Conway: Not at all, because like all

provincial Ontario Grits my logic is pure and
relevant.

Mr. Nixon: And impeccable.
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Hon. Mr. Grossman: Remember that heli-

copter.

Mr. Conway: I just want to say to the

hon. members, particularly for Armourdale
and Carleton-Grenville, that it is not worthy
of them to confuse an important debate by
this irrelevant and quite frankly irreverent

sidetrack vis-a-vis this party and a certain

government party somewhere not too far from
here in the Ottawa Valley, which I know so

well—

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Which one was that?

Mr. Conway: —if for no other reason than
within the context of this important, never-

ending debate on national unity—
Hon. Mr. Grossman: You don't want to be

painted with Trudeau.

Mr. Conway: —it does not behove any of
us to grind attention that is natural any more
aggressively than is natural. I want the hon.
members of that party to read the Treasurer's

speech as recently as Friday or Saturday
last, because the hon. member for Chatham-
Kent-

Mr. Laughren: You are a sadist.

Mr. Conway: —knows what a compatible
federalism is all about. He says, and I quote
him on that occasion, "Back in Ottawa is one
of our great national pastimes." I must say to

the hon. members opposite that the construc-

tive politics we are going to need in the

next generation are going to require much
more than the kind of Ottawa-bashing that

seems to be the clarion call of the Conserva-
tive Party in this province.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: You have been bash-

ing them. You have been running away from
them.

Ms. Gigantes: When are you going to grow
up?

Mr. Kerrio: You can't boast about Joe
McTeer. You are stuck there.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: I am not hiding from
him.

Mr. Conway: Two comments I would like

to make this evening relate specifically to the
area I have the pleasure to represent indeed
the region from which I come. I'm pleased
to see the hon. member for Oxford here
because the first of these deals specifically
with his ministry. I relate this to the general

budgetary policy as it must necessarily im-

pinge upon the whole matter of job creation

in this province. I certainly see job creation

as the fundamental crisis we face, not only
in this jurisdiction but within others in this

federalism over the next few years.
Nowhere is the government's record more

bankrupt in that particular respect than in

the specific regard to which my hon. col-

league from Huron-Bruce (Mr. Gaunt) raised,
I believe it was on Monday of this week.
There is not a commitment that is greater
or more important in terms of the economy
of this province than Hydro and, in partic-

ular, Hydro's nuclear power commitment over
the next generation. Quite apart from any
discussion that we might like to have at this

point about who is and who is not—in the

words of my hon. friend from Nickel Belt—

pro-nuclear, what is important in this context
is the job opportunities that will necessarily
flow from that nuclear power program.

[10:00]

Mr. Warner: Jobs at any cost.

Ms. Gigantes: Anything, anything.

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, members of this

party, and in particular the hon. member for

Huron-Bruce and members from that partic-
ular western Ontario region, have been made
acutely aware of the fact that Ontario Hydro
continues in this age of very high and signifi-

cant unemployment-

Mr. Laughren: No fault of the feds, of

course.

Mr. Conway: —to import, wholesale, con-

siderable numbers of nuclear operators.

Mr. Laughren: That is getting right to the

heart of it.

Mr. Conway: It was 14 or 15 years ago
that this government and that party opted
for a nuclear power program. Surely Ontario

Hydro in particular, and the Ontario govern-
ment in general, appreciated if not imme-

diately then hopefully within a short period
of time, the responsibility they would have
to train those thousands of people who would
be required to man and to supervise that

very massive nuclear power program.
Yet we are told as late as Mondav or Tues-

day of this week that Ontario Hydro has

apparently not once gone to other ministries,

particularly Education and latterly Colleges
and Universities, and said, "This is our re-

quirement. These are the opportunities for

young Ontario graduates in a technical field,

not by the hundreds but literally by the thou-

sands, that we will require for the next

decade, the next generation. Here is a com-

mitment of dollars that we have in our de-

velopment program. Give it to a particular

institution or a series of institutions and have

them develop an indigenous nuclear training

program."
I do not think that that is too much to

expect from a government with total juris-

diction in that particular field. I do not think

that is too much to expect of this govern-
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ment in 1974 or 1975 when its commitment
to the nuclear power program was stepped

up to a very considerable extent.

What do we have at this time when our

colleges and universities are coughing out

great numbers and are producing thousands

of young Ontario graduates who want work,
who are particularly able to find and to want

employment in that particular sector of the

economy?
Hon. Mr. Parrott: And who are getting

work. And who are getting work.

Mr. Conway: What is the Minister of Col-

leges and Universities, what is the minister

responsible for energy, what is the Treasurer

and what is the Premier telling us? That no,
we have not got programs today because we
have not had sufficient lead time.

Mr. Warner: The government knew about
it two years ago.

Mr. Conway: We do not have in this prov-
ince a commitment from that government to

youth employment in Ontario today.

Mr. Laughren: Give us you program, Sean.

Mr. Conway: My program quite simply in

that respect-

Mr. Laughren: I am sure it will be.

Mr. Conway: —is a full-scale development
within Ontario colleges and universities of a

technical program that will produce an in-

digenous nuclear training program. I know
the hon. member for Nickel Belt has opinions
on that topic and I will wait with great in-

terest to hear his constructive solutions about
a matter that falls directly within and under
the purview of that government.

Mr. Swart: You should have heard it first.

It would beef up your speech.

Ms. Gigantes: How many jobs?

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Carle-

ton East says, "How many jobs?"

Ms. Gigantes: One hundred? Two hundred?

Mr. Conway: If the hon. members to my
left would do their homework in that respect

they would know that the jobs are not in the

tens and not in the hundreds. Surprisingly,
the socialists, who are so often hyperbolic, so

often exaggerative in their claims-

Mr. Wildman: That is the pot calling the

kettle black.

Mr. Conway: —are for this one occasion—
and I know, Mr. Speaker, that you have
wrestled with their economic hyperbole for,

lo, these many years. You can appreciate,

perhaps more keenly than anyone in this as-

sembly tonight, just how ridiculous their

prophecies and their projections can be. But
I want to tell the hon. member for Carleton

East and the hon. member for Nickel Belt

that the jobs involved in this respect are not

in the tens and not in the hundreds but they
are quite frankly in the thousands. They are

not only in the thousands but they are par-

ticularly good and lucrative jobs which, be-

cause of that ministry, because of that gov-

ernment, are being denied to Ontarians

today and are being offered freely to an

imported group of professionals—which,

quite frankly, without wanting to sound

xenophobic, we are glad to have in some

respects, but I don't think we'll be accused

of being unduly nativistic if I say "Ontario

first" in that particular respect.

I said earlier that I wanted to demonstrate

in one particular respect the bankruptcy in

terms of jobs that this government is respon-
sible for, not only in 1977, but indeed, al-

most over the past generation. The answers

given on Monday or Tuesday in this assem-

bly by my honourable and good friend

from Oxford do simply not give satisfaction

to that particular and very significant con-

cern.

Hon. Mr. Parrott: Wait until next Tuesday.
We may listen to your words and you may
eat them.

Mr. Kerrio: Are you planning a flip-flop?

Hon. Mr. Parrott: No.

Mr. Kerrio: You should.

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Ox-

ford asks me to wait. Those of us who have

had the pleasure and privilege of being on

this side of the House are more than a little

disposed and, indeed, almost conditioned, to

waiting for the government in Ontario, be-

cause it has been a long wait since June 9,

to see even the earliest realization of their

Bramalea charter.

I expect it to be a frosty Friday in July—
in Pembroke, I might add—before I receive a

satisfactory answer, not only on that question

but on most of the charter, from that par-

ticular government.

Mr. Davidson: Are you going to build a

nuclear plant there?

Mr. Wildman: He has got one.

Ms. Gigantes: He has got two.

Mr. Conway: The lamentable ignorance of

my good friends from the left on matters

economic in north Renfrew disturbs me, be-

cause so many of them—

Ms. Gigantes: We know it is not full of

"good burghers"; let's put it that way.

Mr. Conway: —so many of them found

their way willy nilly into that constituency

from September, 1975, through to 1977, that
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I am really and truly surprised—particularly
that my good friend the honourable and dis-

tinguished member for Carleton East shows
such a regrettable lack of understanding for

a constituency that I have tried to educate

her about on a number of occasions.

Mr. Laughren: Go back to your notes.

Mr. Swart: That is where the fault lies.

Mr. Conway: I suppose that the fact that

the New Democratic Party—a fine outfit; we
need a socialist rump in this province, we
want a socialist rump in the province, and
we've got a socialist rump in this province.
I expect that now that they have got more
time to understand the real problems, the

real aspirations of eastern Ontario, that their

ignorance in those matters will decline com-

mensurately.

Mr. B. Newman: You've got the minister

upset. He's pretty anxious for you to stop.

Ms. Gigantes: You didn't understand a

word he said. How can you clap?

Mr. Warner: There is a bus leaving for

Renfrew, maybe you should be under it.

IMr. B. Newman: You must be getting to

him.

Mr. Conway: As a bachelor of long stand-

ing, not to be loved but to be honoured—

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Or, (d), None of the

above.

Mr. Conway: Let the scoreboard show one
for the hon. member for St. Andrew-St.
Patrick.

Hon. Mr. Grossman: Who deserves some-

thing for sitting here.

Mr. Kerrio: It's about time. He's been

dribbling around all night.

Mr. Conway: As an eastern Ontarian, Mr.

Speaker, with humble background and even
humbler aspirations, I want to conclude my
remarks tonight-

Mr. Nixon: Oh, no. Oh, not yet.

Mr. Warner: By resigning.

Mr. Conway: —by speaking about some-

thing that I tir'nk flows, tangentially at least,

from the budgetary statement and policy.

Speaking of the Treasurer, the hon. member
for Chatham-Kent, did anybody read The
Financial Post piece about what makes the

mighty Darcy run? If you haven't, do read
it, because I think as an aside it's really
something that should 'be appended to the
next budget.

Mr. Warner: That's true. We're all in debt
to him.

Mr. Conway: In the fall of 1974 while I

was very happily ensconced in my studies at

a great institution in eastern Ontario—and

[ must say, Mr. Speaker, 1 notice that the
latest entrant into the socialist horde and
leadership contest is in fact a graduate of
that fine body—hut I was impressed on that
occasion in 1974 by a commitment that was
entered into by the government of the day,
then as now, relating to what was described

by at least two ministers as the showcase
of future industrial development in my be-
loved eastern Ontario.

Ms. Gigantes: It's not yours.

Mr. Wildman: Who gave it to you?
Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Carle-

ton East says it is not mine.

Ms. Gigantes: It is not

Mr. Conway: I speak only in a most

general way.
Mr. Warner: The king of the valley.
Mr. Conway: I direct my concluding com-

mentary to what is known by now as the

Edwardsburgh matter.

Mr. Laughren: King Billy of Renfrew.

Mr. Wildman: The friendly giant.

Mr. Conway: There has been a reference

from the hon. member for Nickel Belt about

King Billy from Renfrew. That disturbs me.
I must confide in you, Mr. Speaker, a very
silent and almost partisan thought. He speaks
of King Billy. I read that the hon. member
for Lake Nipigon (Mr. Stokes) had been ele-

vated to this distinguished chair, il read next
the hon. member for Scarborough Centre

(Mr. Drea) was elevated to the cabinet. I am
concerned that the Knights of Columbus will

be running this place within the month and
a King Billy from Renfrew, you might not

only need but would happily accept.
In late 1974 there was a considerable rum-

ble in eastern Ontario about this great

panacea that the Tories were going to offer.

The ministry was going to offer, to our

region, a showcase for the future industrial

development of eastern Ontario, and that was

going to be the 10,000-acre industrial park
at Edwardsburgh in south Grenville county.
There were some things about that decision

that really speak eloquently about the Tories'

commitment, not only to Grenville county—
and I recommend Howard Ferguson's biog-

raphy because I think that's the last good
Tory thing that ever happened to Grenville

county, quite apparent by one of the

speeches this afternoon. That decision was
entered into a few weeks after the Minister

of Industry and Tourism, the hon. member
for Ottawa South (Mr. Bennett)—unfortu-

nately, not with us these days—was asked to

comment about such an assembly in that part

of his area. I want to quote very briefly

some of what that distinguished gentleman
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had to say before the announcement was
made in respect of the Edwardsburgh land

assembly—the assembly that was to be, and
I quote, "the showcase for Tory eastern de-

velopment industrial."

Mr. Swart: What was the final point?

Mr. Deans: Do you happen to have a

spare copy? I'd like to read it.

Mr. Kerrio: You had to be there.

Mr. Conway: The member for Wentworth
asks about a spare something-or-other. I will

not pick him up on that.

[10:151

Mr. Deans: I asked the hon. member if

he had a spare copy. I'd like to take a look
at it.

Mr. Kerrio: He could use some help in

his leadership fight.

Mr. Conway: What did the member for

Ottawa South and the Minister of Industry
and Tourism say? He is the man in the

nr'nistry in whose charge the development
of that showcase would quickly reside. What
did the member for Ottawa South say? I

quote: "We'd be completely off our nut to

build a new industrial park there. Whoever
is assembling the land won't get any encour-

agement from me"—not that it mattered then
or now,—and it is extremely difficult to be-
lieve that the Ontario government can justify
such a purchase."

Mr. Laughren: Stop maligning Ontario's

junior achiever.

Mr. Conway: Not only did we find that

the prophecies offered by the prophetic Min-
ister of Industry and Tourism came to pass,
but the policy formation and the public—or

private, as it turned out to be—policy discus-

sion that gave us Edwardsburgh is a very
svmbolic and instructive indication of how
this government plans, particularly for

eastern Ontario, but also, as we have seen in

Edwardsburgh, South Cayuga, North Picker-

ing and a few other selected areas, how it

pfans for the rest of Ontario. Not one eastern

Ontario minister was part, in late 1974 or

certainly early 1975, of the cabinet commit-
tee on policy and priorities that hatched this

famous scheme.

Mr. Deans: Why is the member shouting
at him?

Mr. Warner: He's scaring them all out.

Mr. Conway: So much for the status of

eastern Ontario Toryism within that execu-
tive council.

Mr. Warner: The member has won—they've
all left.

Mr. Conway: So much for the contribu-

tions of the previous member for Carleton-

Grenville and the member for Ottawa South,
that this important decision could be entered

into without their edvice and without their

comment. The decision was announced on

January 28 after the government had flown,
at great public expense, a veritable army of

eastern Ontario municipal officials, none of

whom—
Mr. Warner: Oh, the member knows about

armies?

Mr. Conway: The hon. member for Scar-

borough-Ellesmere says, "Do I know about

armies?" I certainly know about armies. And
if the hon. member for Soarborough-Elles-
mere has something to say against Canadian
Forces Base Petawawa, let him stand on his

haunches and tell us now what his complaint
is about Canada's armed forces.

Mr. Warner. Is the member offering me
the floor?

Mr. Conway: The floor is where the hon.

member belongs in that respect.

Mr. Kerrio: Lie down.

Mr. Conway: Mr. Speaker, I want to say
to you that the Edwardsburgh decision was
announced to those municipal officials by the

benevolent dictator from Chatham-Kent after

the fact, as always.

Mr. Wildman: The member is getting
hoarse.

Mr. Conway: Rather, I might say to the

hon. member for Algoma, being hoarse than

being something else of a horse.

An hon. member: That's pretty weak.

Mr. Conway: It is weak. I must say that

was uncalled for.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member will just

continue to ignore them. I am.

Mr. Conway: I want to say that the

Edwardsburgh decision was entered into

before eastern Ontario had any opportunity to

discuss its economic future within the context

of Ontario's regressive Conservatism. It was

only after the former member for London

South, who headed a select group, had made
his decision about what he thought was good
for eastern Ontario, that those municipal offi-

cials were brought here and made privy to

that information. I must say I have not

noticed any airlift lately to bring that same

representation of eastern Ontario municipal
officialdom to this Queen's Park of ours to

discuss—

Mr. Deans: Of theirs.
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Mr. Conway: Of ours, Mr. Speaker.
There has been no consultation, I regret to

report. Not even the hon. member for Carle-

ton-Grenville has been taken into the high
councils of the government in this respect.

Now we are told in the recent report of the

Ontario Land Corporation that this Louis-

bourg of the 20th century for eastern Ontario

is going to sink into oblivion. This great

promise, this great-

Mr. Swart: Why don't you stand on it?

Mr. Conway: —showcase for eastern On-
tario's industrial development is going to be

allowed to disappear and collapse—not quite,
I must say. The hon. Treasurer and others

have said to me and my colleagues from

eastern Ontario—I am sure the members for

Cornwall ( Mr. Samis ) and Carleton East

( Ms. Gigantes ) know about this—

Interjection.

Mr. Conway: —that we are going to be
offered something. Tentatively, it has been

suggested that instead of, or maybe in place

of, the showcase that the Premier and others

promised two and a half years ago by way of

a major industrial park for the Edwardsburgh
region, the new showcase will be an experi-
mental farm. Pardon me if it's unkind to

suggest it, but those of us in eastern Ontario

who do not have such a closely invested in-

terest in the high councils of Toryism have
come to conclude, not only on present evi-

dence but on the past record, that it seems to

be a first order commitment of the Tories in

this province to turn all of eastern Ontario

into an experimental farm. That is simply not

good enough.

Mr. Wildman: An industrial wasteland.

Mr. Conway: I think it is incumbent upon
the Treasurer as the senior planner of this

province-

Mr. Deans: God help the province.

Mr. Conway: —and God help or, perhaps,
God spare the province. It is incumbent upon
that minister and his colleagues to do, quite

frankly, as the hon. member for Carleton-

Grenville has wisely suggested, to release those

reports which not only gave rise to the assem-

bly of land in that area of two-three years

ago, but also to make public the Dillon report

which deals with its disposition, or at l<

some of the alternatives, because as it p

ently stands the Edwardsburgh fiasco is a

very relevant, very significant indictment of

this particular government's commitment—or
obvious lack of it—to eastern Ontario. If ever

one could, from a political and economic point
of view, charge that ministry and that govern-
ment with a complete bankruptcy, it has to

be over the Edwardsburgh proposal, not only
in its conception, not only in its bungled
execution, but now in its apparent collapse.

I want to conclude tonight by simply telling

you that it is going to be watched very care-

fully by all of us in eastern Ontario. I don't

think anything was more apparent in the last

election—they tell me that even in Carleton

East the regional alienation helped elect a

sometimes not easily electable party.

The sense of regional alienation that eastern

Ontario has come to feel, to appreciate and to

articulate is far more serious than tli

syrupy nostrums poured forth by the hon.

members for Fort William and Armourdale

tonight. It has got to be addressed, not by
failures like Edwardsburg but by genuine

accomplishment which we in this assembly
and which we in this party are certainly here

to make materialize.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Nickel

Belt.

Mr. Laughren: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I

shall attempt to follow that act.

Mr Speaker: If the hon. member would

wish to adjourn the debate.

Mr. Laughren: Yes, I could do that.

(Mr. Speaker: You have about two and a

half minutes if you wish to make a short

statement. That's your prerogative.

Mr. Laughren: No, the topic on which I

want to speak involves some very serious

problems in the north and I would prefer to

have a longer period of time, thank you.

On motion by Mr. Laughren the debate

was adjourned.

On motion by Hon. Mr. Grossman, the

House adjourned at 10:25 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

DUMP TRUCK LICENSING

Hon. Mr. Snow: Mr. Speaker, on July 12

last, I advised this House that I had reser-

vations about implementing a moratorium on
the issuance of class R —dump truck—public
commercial vehicle licences for a period of

one year across Ontario.

This had been, it should be remembered,
one of the recommendations of the select

committee on the highway transportation of

goods which tabled its report on April 29.

My concern at that time was for a mora-
torium's impact on the regional availability
of such vehicles. I also indicated that the

Ontario Highway Transport Board would
continue to monitor the situation, that is, the

availability of and the demand for dump
truck services.

Today, I can tell you that a recent deter-

mination of the situation by both the OHTB
and ministry staff, as well as the advice of

the dump truck industry itself, indicates there

is a very adequate supply of licensed dump
trucks operating to meet demands for this

service in most areas of the province.
As minister I do not have the statutory

authority to declare a moratorium on licence

issuing. Neither is there statutory authority
to prevent any person from applying for a

licence under the Public Commercial Ve-
hicles Act. However, having discussed the

matter with the chairman of the OHTB, we
are now in agreement that because of the

situation I have just outlined it would be in

the best interests of both the dump truck

industry and the shippers using their services

to stabilize the supply at the existing number
of licensed carriers, at least for the next few
months.

Thus, to implement a kind of moratorium,
the Ontario Highway Transport Board will

apply a very thorough scrutiny of the need
for additional services and, subject to the

evidence submitted, it will attempt to re-

strict the granting of certificates of necessity
and convenience, except in those cases of

significant urgency. In such a case, the
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board will issue only an appropriate tempo-
rary authority.

Later in this session I will introduce further

legislation to deal with some of the more
urgent of the select committee's recommenda-
tions and at that time I will provide a com-

plete report on the progress my ministry is

making in its review of the balance of the

report's over 300 recommendations.

FEDERAL FISCAL STRATEGY

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to make some
comments on the Hon. Jean Chretien's mini-

budget statement of last night.

Mr. Breaugh: It won't take long.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The fiscal strategy
announced by the Minister of Finance gen-

erally reflects the discussions he has had re-

cently with provincial Treasurers. He has

stated that there are three things holding
back the Canadian economy: 1. Our markets

abroad have not grown as fast as had been

expected; 2. We are paying the penalty for

letting our costs get out of line; 3. We have

a confidence problem.

I would only add that costs, in my defini-

tion, include government expenditures, not,

for example, just wages and salaries. Mr.

Chretien believes, as I do, that progress will

be slow, and that it will have to be earned

through greater productivity and more realis-

tic expectations. He has rejected massive

short-term stimulation as a cure for Can-

ada's economic ills and instead has opted for

a fiscal policy which includes important selec-

tive measures to stimulate business invest-

ment, consumer spending and jobs.

The phased decontrol of prices and in-

comes commencing April 14, 1978, will pro-

vide a boost to confidence across all seg-

ments of the economy. I believe the lower-

ing of the permissible increases in wages,

salaries and dividends to six per cent in 1978

is appropriate under the circumstances.

Wage settlements for the third year of

controls are coming in at close to six per cent

on average, partially reflecting the fact that

actual consumer price performance in the

first year of controls was about two per cent

below the AIP wage target, with no penalty
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on the wage guideline in year two. Market

forces in the private sector have brought
about a more responsible attitude on both

sides of the bargaining table and have

effectively restrained settlements.

Furthermore, the depreciation of the Cana-

dian dollar and increased energy prices of the

past year represent real adjustments in relative

costs of consumer goods that must be absorbed

and not passed on. Depreciation has accounted

for 1.5 to two percentage points on the con-

sumer price index, and energy price increases

another one to 1.5 percentage points over the

past year. If these increases are not absorbed

then we will never get out of the wage-cost

cycle that confronts us.

With cash requirements of $8.5 billion in

1977-78, and even greater requirements fore-

cast for next year, the federal government has

decided it cannot afford large-scale actions to

stimulate the economy at this time. I agree.

The minister has announced no large in-

creases in government spending which would
be counterproductive. But $150 million is be-

ing provided for direct job creation programs.
In addition, the Minister of Finance has found

the resources for a billion and a half dollars

in personal income tax cuts—including the

$850 million cost of indexing—to stimulate

consumption, as well as $100 million for a

new program of employment credits to create

jobs.

Ontario has proposed a temporary and im-

mediate cut in provincial retail sales taxes as

well as the introduction of selective employ-
ment credits to boost spending and reduce

unemployment. The federal actions parallel

these suggestions in many respects.

First, the personal income tax is aimed at

lower and middle-income earners. It is tempo-
rary and the bulk of the benefits will flow out

in January and February of next year. This is

normally a period of slower economic activity

and the tax cut is designed to have its maxi-

mum impact early in the year. This personal
income tax cut maximizes on the flexibility

available within this delivery mechanism.

However, it does not have as direct an impact
on consumer spending as a retail sales tax re-

duction which could have taken place im-

mediately.

Second, I would hope the federal employ-
ment credit program will be structured along
the lines of the Ontario Youth Employment
Program which was very successful in creat-

ing meaningful new job opportunities for On-
tario's young people. I have already indicated

that the proposals put forward by the Cana-
dian Federation of Independent Businessmen
are worthy of consideration.

In conclusion, I think it is a realistic state-

ment. It will improve the confidence of busi-

ness and consumers. The competitive advan-

tage of our industries provided by the depre-
ciation of the Canadian dollar should not be
allowed to slip through our fingers. Relative

Canadian costs have dropped 12 per cent

against the United States and even more

against Europe and Japan and this should not

be lost to increased wages or reduced efforts

to improve productivity. The statement, then,

lays out an economic policy we can under-

stand and that we must all build upon.

ACCURACY OF NEWS REPORT

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, further to

my point of personal privilege yesterday in

the House, I would like to make a clarification

of some of the comments that I made. You
will recall my point of personal privilege
related to the Canadian Press wire story which
was brought to my attention during the course

of the proceedings in the House, and which

story had been based upon an interview

conducted by Miss Barbara Yaffe of the

Toronto Globe and Mail.

During the course of my remarks, the hon.

member for Scarborough West indicated that

the paragraph which I had just read into the

record appeared in the article in the Globe

and Mail that morning which I, admittedly,
had not read. Later in my remarks there was

clearly the implication in my remarks that

Miss Yaffe was responsible for the misleading

and offensive paragraph.

Mr. Lewis: Down on your knees.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I would

like at this time to apologize publicly to Miss

Yaffe because shortly after leaving the House,

I saw the article, that she had written and

which appeared in the Toronto Globe and

Mail and which was really quite faithful to

the content of our interview and1 it did not

contain the offensive paragraph.

Mr. MacDonald: The moral of the story is

better research.

Hon. B. Stephenson: He was misled by you.

Hon. Mr. Norton: So I do wish to apologize

to Miss Yaffe and if there is a moral to this

story, Mr. Speaker, I am sure it is that I

really ought to adhere to your injunctions to

ignore the interpretations of the hon. member
for Scarborough West.

Mr. Havrot: A bad bunch over there.

ORAL QUESTIONS

QUEBEC LANGUAGE LEGISLATION

Mr. Breithaupt: Mr. Speaker, first of all a

question to the Premier. As more than six
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months has passed since the Premier's an-

nouncement that Ontario would prepare a

detailed legal opinion on the constitutionality

of the Quebec language legislation, can he

tell the House what has happened to that

opinion? Is it now ready and when will it

be released?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, as I recall,

I did inform the House that we were getting

a legal opinion. I think, on the first bill that

was proposed, I indicated to the House that

there were some substantial amendments to

the bill as it was finally passed by the

assembly in Quebec, and as a result the

opinion had to be assessed in light of the

changes in that bill. I believe it is available.

I will check over the weekend and if it is,

have it for the members Monday or Tuesday.

[10:15]

Mr. Breithaupt: Can the Premier advise

us if it will be his intention to urge the

federal government to challenge the legisla-

tion as he indicated he would do if it was

found to be ultra vires?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I would want to refresh

my memory on the contents of the opinion
and make some judgement then. I will be

quite prepared to discuss this with the House

leader and others when I present the opinion.

Being a lawyer himself and, I am sure, being

somewhat small "e" conservative, in his ap-

proach to the advice of clients in matters of

this nature, he will understand that I myself
would like to take a look at this before I

made any, shall we say, speculative decision.

LOW-RENTAL HOUSING

Mr. Breithaupt: My second question is

also to the P'-emier. Following the reported
remarks of the Minister of Housing (Mr.

Rhodies) to a Chamber of Commerce audi-

ence in Barrie last night, is the Premier

aware that the minister was reported to

have said that he would not be unhappy to

see the Ontario Housing Corporation abol-

ished and that the province should not be
in the business of building or owning low-
rental housing? If he is aware of that, can
he advise us if that in fact is government
policy?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I am aware of what
the minister may have said in Barrie last

evening. It is not the present policy of the

government for the Ontario Housing Corpo-
ration to move out of the building or provi-
sion of housing. I think if the minister indi-

cated that there are many situations where
we feel that perhaps the private sector could
do tfhis as well —

Mr. Warner: Give it up.

Hon. Mr. Davis: — or even somewhat bet-

ter, the minister may have made that philo-

sophical observation. But there has been no
decision by cabinet to move out of the

activities of the corporation.

Mrs. Campbell: Supplementary, Mr.

Speaker: In view of the Premier's remarks,
could he then clarify for this House the fact

that there is a move, apparently, to dis-

mantle a portion at least of Ontario Housing,
in that as I understand it, the package for

Metropolitan Toronto is already in place, so

that this portion may be transferred to

Metropolitan Toronto? Could the Premier

clarify that position?

Hon. Mr. Davis: By Monday I will either

clarify it or have the minister clarify it.

I assume what the hon. member for St.

George is referring to is the possibility of

having some municipalities assume a greater
share of the responsibility for some of these

projects. I will be delighted to get this in-

formation for the hon. member as early in

the week as I can.

LAYOFF OF NICKEL WORKERS
Mr. Lewis: I would like to address this

question to the Premier; it may be more

appropriately addressed to the Treasurer

(Mr. McKeough). Could the government re-

port on its discussions with Inco yesterday—
where we stand, what the prospects are for

a change in policy and any other particulars

which may have flowed from the meeting?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I think that perhaps it

would be wise, in that the House has deter-

mined — I think properly so — there should

be a discussion of this at some length this

morning, that during the course of that dis-

cussion those ministers who were involved

will have some information to share with

members of the House.

I believe the Minister of Labour (B. Ste-

phenson) was meeting again with some of

those affected as recently as 15 or 20 min-

utes ago. I am sure she will want to share

certain aspects of those discussions with

members of the House. I would only say,

with respect, that perhaps during the debate

that will be starting in a very few minutes,

might be a more appropriate time to get into

some of these issues.

Mr. Lewis: By way of supplementary,
could I ask the Premier, regardless of the

specifics which may emerge during the

course of the debate, is there any lining in

the cloud as a result of the discussions with

Inco? Is there any reason to hope or to be-
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lieve that the layoffs, as announced, may be

curtailed?

Hon. Mr. Davis: In a matter of this nature

and one which I regard as being of deep
concern, certainly in the short term, as it

relates to the Sudbury basin, I certainly
don't want to mislead anyone or create any
feeling of false optimism.
IFrom my information as it relates to the

activities of Inco — and here I am not get-

ting into the potential that exists in certain

mines that are not too far distant from the

Sudbury basin that could offset some of the

employment situation, because I think it

wouM be premature to get into that type of

discussion — I would say to the leader of

the New Democratic Party that nothing in

the discussions yesterday or any information
I have alters the very serious difficulty in

which Inco finds itself, nor have we seen

anything that would indicate that the pro-

posed layoffs in themselves will be altered.

The point I'd like to make — and I haven't
had a chance to read Hansard of yesterday
but I have read certain reports and watched
certain reports late last evening — is that

while I am personally very concerned, as we
all are in this House as we feel very keenly
the potential difficulties for a number of

people in the Sudbury basin, on behalf of

the government and very personallv, I want
to make it abundantly clear that I have total

confidence in the ability of the people in

Sudbury and the ability of the people in

this province that, while it is a short-term

problem, it does not in any way reflect on
the capacity of that part of Ontario or this

province or this country to remain very
economically viable.

The nickel industry certainly will survive,
Inco will survive, and, most importantly,
Sudbury will survive.

Mr. Foulds: How about the workers?
Hon. Mr. Davis: And they will.

Mr. Lewis: Where will the jobs come
from?

Hon. Mr. Davis: There will be some.
Mr. Speaker: Can we have order, please.

PLACEMENT OF RETARDED PERSONS
Mr. Lewis: I'd like to ask the Minister of

Community and Social Services whether he
has read the report in this morning's paper
by a certain female reporter, the one and only
Barbara Yaffe, relating to the problems of the

placement of the retarded in Metropolitan
Toronto.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Yes, I have.

Mr. Lewis: On the assumption that the

quality and the content of the report are,

as always, unerringly accurate, can the min-
ister perhaps comment on the charges that
have been levelled at the ministry, by a num-
ber of social agencies involved, at its appar-
ent inability to free money or to create places
for very severely disabled retarded children
and on the problems the families are having
coping?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Yes, I'd be quite happy
to. I don't think it is implied anywhere that
there is a lack of funding available to pro-
vide the spaces. That certainly is not the
nature of the problem that we have consis-

tently been faced with.

The suggestion that there are fewer places
in the community in Toronto than we would
like to see, is true. There are in total num-
bers, to the best of my knowledge at this

point, about 1,625 children and adults from
the Toronto area who are presently residing
in residential accommodation, in some cases

larger residential accommodation and in many
cases community accommodation, group
home-type accommodation, across the prov-
ince.

The unfortunate thing is that of those per-
sons, something like 1,300 are residing in

areas outside Metropolitan Toronto. As is

suggested in the article by the representa-
tive or one of the spokespersons for the

Metropolitan Toronto Association for the

Mentally Retarded there have been a variety
of problems, some of which, related to the
location of accommodation within the com-
munity because of zoning problems and so

on, we are trying to resolve and which To-
ronto is at present trying to resolve as well.

As was suggested by the same spokes-
person, there are situations in which the
mental retardation association itself has been
a source of some of the problems. They make
it clear that it is not entirely the fault of

the ministry. We are continuing to try to

work with them to resolve some of the dif-

ferences that have developed.
There is reference there to the proposal to

provide 150 spaces in the Metropolitan To-
ronto area, and the reference specifically is

to the proposal in Etobicoke. I am currently

waiting for a final report from the task force

that was set up to communicate with the

members of the public on the specifics of the

development of either such a facility or those

spaces within the community. The task force

has now finished holding its hearings; there

have been some 350 persons or groups who
have made submissions to the committee.

As soon as I have their report, and I am
hoping that this will be within the next week
or so, I will be in a position, having had that
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input, to make a decision on the nature of

the provision of those 150 additional spaces.

I must say I share the frustration of every-

one else in terms of the rate at which we
have been able to make progress. But it is not

a question of the shortage of funds. That is

not the problem.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speak-

er: Will the minister not agree that the

major reason for the delays in providing this

accommodation in the Toronto area is the

insistence of the ministry, despite tho Wil-

liston report and the Welch white paper, on

going ahead with a 150-bed institution in

Etobicoke—despite the opposition of all the

people involved in the Association for the

Mentally Retarded across the province? Will

he not agree that the association, at its last

meeting in Niagara, categorically opposed

that particular program in favour of increas-

ing community care? If the ministry had gone

along with that, then those places would be

in Toronto now.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, there are

a number of erroneous assumptions in the

question the hon. member has just asked.

First of all, there has not been a decision

to go ahead with a 150-bed facility as he

suggests. The whole purpose of the task

force, which I established during the sum-

mer, was to provide for consultation with

interested parties within the community with

respect to the kind of spaces that we provided
—whether they would be in group homes or

in a 150-bed facility. It was precisely because

there had not been a decision and I wanted

that kind of input that I established that

task force.

The second erroneous assumption is that

everyone involved was of one mind. That is

precisely not the case. If you look in the

article that appeared in this morning's news-

paper, although the spokesperson made ref-

erence to 104 people who gave their opinions
—in fact as I have indicated it is 325 persons
who made submissions—she indicated that

there was a 50-50 split in terms of submis-

sions. I think that is just about how it has

been breaking down.

I have had at least as much correspondence
from persons involved with the mental re-

tardation associations who are saying "Let's

get on with it. We need those spaces. We
need an intermediate-size facility in the

Metropolitan Toronto area which can act as

a core residence and provide ongoing services

to children in the community." There is, I

admit, a significant group, approximately 50

per cent of the persons involved, who feel

quite strongly that it should not be that type

of facility at all, but should be entirely on the

basis of provision of group home residential

settings.

As I say, I hope I will soon, on the basis

of the input we have had from my staff and

from the people in the community, be able

to make a decision and be in a position to

proceed. But the member's assumption is not

correct that the community is of one mind.

Mrs. Campbell: Mr. Speaker, in view of

the answer given by the minister relating

to the problem of zoning as part of the

whole problem, what steps has the minister

taken with cabinet to review the appeal to

him by Mississauga in order to try to over-

come the problem of zoning? Has he con-

sidered it? What status does it have?

[10:30]

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, that matter
is at present before cabinet. If not, it will

be I presume this week. This will be the

second such appeal that has come to cabinet,
and I would hope that communities across

this province would, after this decision, see

the pattern and realize that there is a

message there; if they don't, I will have to

explore other alternatives.

Mr. Lewis: It won't work. The minister

will have to bring in general legislation.

Hon. Mr. Norton: But I certainly hope
they don't all propose to proceed by the

same route, through the OMB and then

appeal to cabinet. If that seems to be the

pattern that is developing, I will certainly

urge my colleagues to take quite definitive

action to make it clear that we intend to

proceed with the policy that we have enun-
ciated with respect to community living.

Mr. Foulc's: Supplementary: Is the minister

giving us the assurance that the cabinet will

make a favourable decision on behalf of the

Association for the Mentally Retarded with

regard to the Mississauga question?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I can only give assurance
as to what my position is. That's public. I

can't assure the hon. members precisely what

my colleagues will decide. I must say that

I would be very surprised if they didn't

agree.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Bell-

woods with a final supplementary.

Mr. McClellan: If the pattern of opposition

by resident and ratepayer groups to group
home facilities continues, is the minister pre-

pared to consider provincial legislation which
would guarantee the right of community
residents to special-need groups?

Hon. Mr. Norton: If that situation persists

I would be prepared to consider any reason-
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able alternative to ensure that the land of
roadblocks that are currently being thrown
up don't continue.

Mr. Cassidy: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker?
Mr. Speaker: That was the final sup-

plementary; we have had five supplemen-
taries.

SHORTAGE OF WORKERS
IN NANTICOKE AREA

Mr. Nixon: Mr. Speaker, if I may direct
my question to the Minister of Labour, is she
aware of the problems in the industrial area
of Nanticoke where industries are attempting
to build very large installations in time for
their own purposes but find they cannot get
sufficient trained pipefitters, steamfitters, and
welders in some instances, and are being
forced to import these specially trained people
from the United States? Is the minister aware
that at the present time about 200 of these

pipefitters, steamfitters and welders have been
brought in because it is not possible to find

sufficiently trained people in our own juris-
diction?

Mr. Conway: I think that's government
policy.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I am not
aware that it is not possible to find sufficiently
trained people in our own jurisdiction. As a
matter of fact, it is my understanding that
we do have a sufficient number of well-
trained people available within the province
to do this. Unfortunately, under the terms of

the agreement there is no solution to a

problem which has arisen in that area other
than to have the union support the concept
of importing members of that union into

Ontario to fill the jobs which are required for

that construction.

I am sure it is something which should be
able to be worked out between the union
and the employer in that area. This is one of
the ongoing problems we have had with this

kind of difficulty, in the far western portion
of southern Ontario, on a number of occa-
sions. We have appealed to the Minister of

Manpower and Immigration to limit or to stop
the issuance of work permits for these people.
We are informed that the appeals which he
has received from both employers and unions
would support the continued issue of such
permits. It is a problem which we have been
trying to solve but I would have to tell the
hon. member that we have not been success-
ful at this time. We have not forgotten it,

however, I can tell him as well.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: I am glad to
hear the minister has not forgotten about the

problem, because the real problem surely is

that there have been inadequate training
facilities to bring on these people to fill jobs
that the government must surely have known
would be vacant. Texaco has brought in 60
of these people; surely a pipefitter isn't that

esoteric a profession? We have pipefitters,

steamfitters, welders and even Treasurers who
are sometimes redundant—

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Careful—careful.

Mr. Speaker: Do you have a question?

Mr. Nixon: Would the minister explain why
it turns out to be the responsibility of the

government of Canada for letting these people
in, since according to Texaco they can't find

them here? Surely this is a concern for the

Minister of Labour and the Minister for Col-

leges and Universities (Mr. Parrott), who is

not present.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that throughout the remainder

of the province of Ontario, there are a suffi-

cient number of such trained people available

to fill those jobs.

Mr. Nixon: Not for Bruce Hydro.

Hon. B. Stephenson: But they are unwilling

to move to Nanticoke under the terms of the

agreement that has been set up in order to

work in that area. These are the problems
which we are facing and which we are

attempting to resolve. It is not a matter of

lack of training nor a matter of lack of trained

people within the province of Ontario.

Mr. G. I. Miller: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if

the minister is aware that local 67 of the

pipefitters and pipewelders' union has 285

apprentices, for whom they are seeking em-

ployment, and yet they have imported1 60

and, I believe, there are still 200 jobs open
for this type of employment? I also under-

stand that Stelco are holding back contracts

because of the fact that they can't find enough

pipefitters. Would it not be possible with

Fanshawe College so close in Port Dover,

working with the Ministry of Colleges and

Universities, to set up a crash program of

training, to make sure that these young people
do have an opportunity of getting jobs?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that in the Sarnia region there

are 600 trained individuals who are on permit
who have not been able to find employment
in southwestern Ontario. I am convinced that

if some of those could) be transferred to other
areas or were willing to move to other areas,
we could solve all of the problems in the
construction industry. We have had a special
officer investigating this specific problem and
attempting to help us find a solution to it.
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Mr. Sargent: Supplementary. Mr. Speaker,
someone is awfully mixed up over there. The
minister better get her act together with the

Minister of Energy (Mr. J. A. Taylor) because
the fact is—

Mr. Speaker: Can we have a question,

please?

Mr. Sargent: Does she realize that Hydro is

paying Lummus $10,000 to train a welder in

a three-month course? The minister is import-

ing welders from Europe and she says there

are 600 welders available in Sarnia. The min-
ister is off base entirely. When she has

Lummus being paid $10,000 for a three-month

course by Hydro to train welders, there is

something awfully wrong someplace. She
should talk to Jimmy about it and find out

what's going on.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I was

trying to point out that I think there is some-

thing awfully wrong. That isn't the question
which has been put on the other side of the

House, however. The question is, "Should we
ensure in some more direct way the mobility
of the trained workers that we have in the

province of Ontario?" Should we legislate that

where there is a job available, they must go
and fill it no matter what the union contract

says? That is, of course, I think, an action

which many members of this House would
hesitate to support.

My concern is that we encourage those

workers who are trained and who are avail-

able, but are at present not employed, to

move to those areas.

Mr. Sargent: Your main concern is you
don't know.

Hon. B. Stephenson: In answer to the ques-
tion of the hon. member for Grey-Bruce, if

he has any brilliant suggestions to help

persuade them to move, I wish he'd give them
to me.

Mr. Ruston: You've got lots of them.

Mr. Warner: You need all the help you can

get.

Mr. Gaunt: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Would the minister be good enough to check
that matter out again? With respect to the

Douglas Point project, some six weeks ago
they were looking for 200 pipefitters. Since
Sarnia is within the same union jurisdiction
area as Douglas Point and they still couldn't

find those people and had to move out of the

province in order to fulfil the need—and even
at that didn't get the need fulfilled—would
the minister reconfirm the figures which she

gave earlier on?

Hon. B. Stephenson: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

ONTARIO ECONOMIC STRATEGY
Mr. Cassidy: A question of the Treasurer,

Mr. Speaker: Recalling that the Treasurer

promised in December to take supplementary
action this fall if the economic situation called

for it, and since the federal Minister of

Finance has now seen fit to take supple-
mentary actions in view of the worsening
situation in the economy, does the govern-
ment plan to take supplementary actions

within Ontario's own jurisdiction in order to

alleviate the unemployment crisis over the

course of the winter?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not at this time, Mr.

Speaker.

Mr. Cassidy: Is the Treasurer satisfied, then,
that the actions taken by the federal govern-
ment are adequate in order to resolve our

unemployment and economic problems over
the course of the winter?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Perhaps the member
wasn't here for my statement, but I indicated

that in my view it was a realistic statement.

Mr. Kerrio: He's had a change of heart

about the feds.

Mr. Cassidy: I asked whether it was an

adequate program in order to alleviate our

economic difficulties, in particular in view of

recent announcements about further layoffs?

Mr. Warner: He's not going to do anything.

Hon. Mr. McKeough: As I indicated in the

statement—I'd be glad to send a copy to the

member—with cash requirements this year

having gone from about $6.5 billion to a

projected $8.5 billion, I thought the moves
taken by the federal Minister of Finance last

night were realistic and probably all that he
could prudently do.

Mr. Peterson: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
In view of the federal Finance Minister's an-

nouncement last night of a modest job tax

credit plan, would the Treasurer consider

some supplementary provincial effort coincid-

ing with theirs to assist—through a mechanism
which we on this side think is particularly

creative—in a way that would solve some of

this unemployment in the short run?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: Not at the moment.

We may take that into consideration. We
have, of course, as I said in the statement,

run a very successful job program during the

summer. I would anticipate that circum-

stances will dictate that we will want to do

something similar next summer, and I'm not

contemplating any action for this winter. I

think the federal government has gone as far

as it can afford to go; and I can't afford to

go any further either.
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PROPERTY TAXATION

Mr. Sweeney: A question to the Treasurer,

Mr. Speaker: My question refers to the seri-

ous inequities in residential assessment in the

city of Kitchener, of which he is familiar.

Given the fact that officials of the Ministry
of Revenue confirmed this past summer that

up to $640,000 of residential assessment is

too high, and given that some of the tax-

payers there are paying $400 each in excess

of what they should be paying, how can the

Treasurer justify his position, set out last

week in a letter to the municipality, that he
would not support an assessment review or

an assessment recount enabling those people
to be more fairly assessed and more fairly

taxed as of the tax year 1978?

Secondly, does the Treasurer not realize

that his colleague, the Minister of Revenue

(Mrs. Scrivener), is attempting to resolve

this issue and the Treasurer's stand—in my
perception, anyway—is making that almost

impossible? These people are being dealt with

unjustly. How does he justify his position?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: The Minister of

Revenue, I believe, is meeting with some of

the people—the representatives of the munic-

ipalities—this afternoon, and I'm hopeful that

she can find solutions to these and other

difficult problems.
How do I justify our position? I'm anxious

to know, and I would think the hon. member
would like to know, before any commitments
are made, who the burden of taxation is to

be shifted to.

Mr. Sweeney: Supplementary: When this

question was addressed to the Treasurer a

couple of weeks ago, he indicated that he
was reluctant to do anything until province-
wide market-value assessment was brought
in. However, I hope he realizes that the diffi-

culty is that this has been promised three

times in this province-

Mr. Speaker: Question.

Mr. Sweeney: —it has been delayed three

times. We have no way of knowing when
it's coming in. The resolution is not in sight.

Mr. Speaker: There's been no question
asked yet.

Mr. Sweeney: What I'm asking is, how
does he expect us to be able to resolve the

problem, given the recommendations that he
has given through market-value assessment,
when we have no way of knowing when it's

going to be brought in and how long this

inequity will continue?

Hon. Mr. McKeough: These are matters

which, I am sure the hon. member knows,
will be discussed in this House.

Mr. Conway: No wonder the Tories are

doing so well in the Waterloo region. Jack

Young will be almost extinct.

Interjections.

Mr. Davidson: Supplementary: Given the

fact that these inequities exist throughout the

entire Waterloo region, and given the fact

that the city of Cambridge a year ago raised

this matter and got rebates for some of the

people in that area, and taking into account

that the inequities in the Cambridge area

alone range anywhere from 20 to 40 per cent
above normal, does the Treasurer not feel

that it's time he did something to relieve

these people of the tax burden they're

carrying?

[10:45]

Hon. Mr. McKeough: I'm anxious to see

any taxpayer relieved of an inequitable tax

burden. But before that decision is made, I

would like to know and I think the hon.
member would like to know who is going to

pick up that tax burden.

ALLOWANCES FOR
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Mr. McClellan: I have a question of the
Minister of Community and Social Services

regarding the government's allowances for

severely handicapped children. Given that the

ministry staff has advised me that a consider-

able number of these special allowances

granted through order in council have been
for less than $150, can the minister explain,
in view of the miserable inadequacy of $150
in relation either to home care or to institu-

tional care which is 10 times higher, why
they are giving these allowances at less than

$150 and how many of the orders in council

granting allowances have been for less than

$150 a month?

Hon. Mr. Norton: First of all, perhaps I

could respond to the general condemnation

implied in the question that was asked.

Mr. McClellan: They are inadequate.

Hon. Mr. Norton: The $150 allowance,

however miserable it may be in the eyes of

the hon. member, is the only such allowance

at the present time that's available in this

country. I would like him to know that at

the recent conference in Alberta, there were
a number of other provinces which were

quite interested in the initiative that this

government had taken in providing assistance

to those persons who are meeting in many
cases very costly special needs of children

in their own homes.

Mr. Cassidy: You were forced to provide it.
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Mr. Warner: Some crumbs are better than

none at all.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I'm not prepared to sit

back and accept that kind of shallow criticism

of this program.

Mr. Warner: It's a great improvement from

your predecessor.

Hon. Mr. Norton: I hope that the hon.

member, if he is going to be a critic, will

be more constructively critical of the program
rather than making such ill-informed and
inane comments.

Mr. McCIellan: Inadequacy is inadequacy,
no matter how you cut it.

Mr. Warner: You are a progressive
Neanderthal.

Mr. Lewis: Do you know there is a petition
for the return of the member for Prince

Edward-Lennox (Mr. J. A. Taylor) to that

portfolio?

Hon. Mr. Norton: Perhaps we should have
that kind of relief in the Legislature once in

a while.

Mr. Lewis: I would think so.

Mr. Conway: Bitter. You will never be
Premier that way.

Mr. Breithaupt: I don't know.

Hon. Mr. Norton: With respect to the

comments about the quantum, in terms of

the sum being less than $150, yes, that's true.

I don't have a precise breakdown at this

point as to the numbers that would be under
$150. I can assure the member that it is the

minority.
The figures that I have on that breakdown

are not current. They were current as of the

early part of this month. They were running
on a ratio of about one in six—the under
$150. The others, the majority by far, were
at the maximum level. I will try to get up-
dated figures on that kind of breakdown.

There have been to date 656 applications.
Of those, about 546 have either been ap-
proved or are under review by the review
committee. I believe of that figure 112 have
not yet had a recommendation.

In total, there are about 110 where we
discovered there was a problem because the

application came from someone who was
already receiving family benefits. The prob-
lem we encountered there was that we didn't

want to have the $150 calculated in other

income. So there are now regulations which
will, I expect, this week be approved by
cabinet to exempt the $150 from the calcula-

tion of other income.
Those persons then in that group of 110

will be going ahead immediately with retro-

active payment to the time of the applica-
tion. The only holdup there was that under
the current regulations without the change
we ran into that problem which had not

been anticipated in advance. Of the 656 ap-

plications in total, there are about 96 who
have been found ineligible for a variety of

reasons, in some cases because of the quantum
of family income. In other cases the reasons

might well vary.

Mr. McCIellan: He is not answering the

question, Mr. Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Norton: So that fewer than one
in six have been rejected up to this point.

Mr. Foulds: Does this verbosity come as a

result of inherited incapacity?

Hon. Mr. Norton: No, I am just trying to

give information to the hon. member.

Mr. Speaker: I think the answer has been

quite complete.

Hon. Mr. Norton: He has a supplementary
after that?

Mr. Speaker: Does the member have a

brief supplementary?

Mr. Lewis: Why should the supplementary
be brief?

Mr. McCIellan: Since the minister didn't

answer the question, which was to explain

why some were less than $150, maybe he
could give me a written answer to that and
I will ask a supplementary, with respect.
When does he intend to bring in legislation,

as he promised on August 12, which would
end the totally unsatisfactory practice of

granting so far some 500 amounts of money
through orders in council?

Mr. Breithaupt: We need more people in

the Legislature like Ross McCIellan.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Oh, disastrous.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I would

hope that we would be in a position to take

some legislative action by spring. I do not

propose to rush into legislation-

Mr. Warner: With the swiftness of a

wounded turtle.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —until we have had
some more experience with this. It's interest-

ing what one learns in the early stages of

such a program. I think that it would be

folly to draft legislation hastily before the

experience has been complete and we can

apply the experience that we have learned.

Mr. Lewis: We have got to have Taylor
back.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Mr. Speaker, I realize

that his simplistic solution always is to legis-
late. I am sorry, I don't agree with that.
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Mr. Lewis: Are you calling Jim Taylor

simplistic?

Hon. Mr. Norton. No, it was the hon.

member.

GAS COMPANY PROFITS

Mr. Ruston: A question for the Minister

of Energy with regard to profits of Union
Gas and Consumers' Gas in the last fiscal

year: I wonder if the minister is going to

make representation to the Ontario Energy
Board on any new applications by Union
Gas and Consumers' Gas as to the increase

in price that they are asking? Union Gas had
a profit of $24 million in six months at March
31, 1977 — $5 million more than the prev-
ious year, which is a 20 per cent increase;
and Consumers' Gas had a profit during the

six months ending March 31, 1977, of $33
million, when the total for the previous year
was $37 million.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: Mr. Speaker, the func-
tion of the Ontario Energy Board is to en-
sure that any rate increase is thoroughly
reviewed and that there is a limitation on
the profit of the distributing companies such
as Union Gas. If there are any surplus
profits in their view, then that presumably
would go towards ensuring a lower rate than
would otherwise occur.

Mr. Conway: Presumably? I am sur-

prised.

Hon. J. A. Taylor: "Presumably" yes, be-
cause I have complete confidence in the

Ontario Energy Board and I think it's im-

portant to ensure its impartiality and objec-

tivity in these matters. I do not strive to in-

fluence that board in its deliberations in

connection with these reviews one way or
the other. I am sure that the board will

take into consideration all of those financial

aspects in connection with the current rate

review.

WATER POLLUTION
Ms. Bryden: I have a question for the

Minister of the Environment: In view of
the fact that the pulp and paper industry
has been under a cleanup directive since

1965 and only a handful of the 40 mills in

the province have met any of the objectives
set forth in the order, according to a recent

report from ministry officials, can the min-
ister explain why, in the five years since
1971 when the Ministry of the Environment
was set up, there have been no convictions
obtained against the industry for water pollu-
tion?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Mr. Speaker, answering
the hon. member's question, I am trying to

figure out dates here. She says five years
since 1971. It is my understanding that

there was a conviction against one company
in 1971 and, as the hon. member knows, we
had three prosecutions undertaken last year.
I am not able to say whether we have suc-

cessfully prosecuted any of those com-

panies in the intervening period.

Ms. Bryden: Supplementary: I am refer-

ring to the study done by the ministry, called

Alternative Policies for Pollution Abatement,
which said there were no convictions against
the pulp and paper industry for water pollu-
tion between 1971 and October 1976.

I wonder if the minister could give us

figures on the number of prosecutions insti-

tuted against the pulp and paper industry,
as well as the number of convictions and the

average fine, for the whole period since the

1965 directive was issued?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Yes, I can get that in-

formation for the hon. member.

Mr. Laughren: The crusading Minister of

the Environment!

Mr. Warner: Haul out the wet noodle

again.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I might say, in reference

to the article which the hon. member men-

tions, I don't agree with the article. My min-

istry's officials did not say that the industry
was 11 years behind.

Mr. Lewis: How come all the ministers are

always misquoted in the Globe and Mail?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: If we implement a pro-

gram, say in 1965, how do we expect that in

one year we will meet 1966 standards? The
article is wrong in that way. The industry

just is not 11 years behind, because it spent

approximately $370 million and it takes time

to do that.

Mr. Warner: How far behind are they?

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary: Does the

snail's pace of pollution cleanup in this in-

dustry, and the lack of convictions that the

ministry has managed to obtain, lead the

minister to the obvious conclusion that his

legislation needs to be stringently revised and

toughened so that he can move more expedi-

tiously and, if necessary, obtain the convic-

tions that show he means business?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I think that our legisla-

tion has been effective.

Mr. Foulds: Ten years of failure.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Our batting record, cer-

tainly in any prosecutions that we have

undertaken has been good.

Mr. Breithaupt: Tell us about the Dow
situation?
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Hon. Mr. Kerr: In only one situation—one
claim we made last year against one of

the Abitibi mills is that decision being

appealed.

The hon. member must remember that

there is always a difference of opinion be-

tween what a judge will say in respect to

our prosecution and the reasons for prosecu-
tion—our grounds, and the way we interpret
the legislation.

Mr. Kerrio: That's a reason for changing
the legislation.

Mr. Foulds: The legislation is foggy.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: No, I think our legisla-

tion is quite clear; we have been very
successful.

Mr. Sargent: What's being done about

Dow Chemical?

Hon. Mr. Kerr: I must admit that in most
cases we obtain—I was going to say a guilty

plea, but we do get a conviction against a

company without going through the whole

process of a trial. This, of course, does not

put the Act to the greatest test. But in those

cases where we have had lengthy trials, such
as the recent Reed trial, we have obtained
a conviction. The amount of the fine, of

course, is something that the court decides in

its wisdom.

Mr. Foulds: In terms of a batting average,
one single doesn't mean the World Series.

Mr. Kerrio: Supplementary: The minister's

contradiction in his statement appears when
he suggests that a judge might consider the

evidence in a different light than we do. I

posed this question before and I pose it

again: If the legislation is not adequate, let's

try the minister's query in Wintario and try
us in this Legislature to see if we can put in

legislation that will be fair and also able to

confirm the minister's pose here that the

polluter will pay.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: Without prolonging this

particular question, we are satisfied with the

legislation. It is all-encumbrancing; it is prob-
ably the best that exists anywhere—

Mr. Conway: Cumbersome is the right
word.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's known as a Freud-
ian slip.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: All-encompassing, I am
sorry. Where we have not obtained the con-
clusion or the decision we have wanted, that

is subject to appeal. We don't agree that it

is a fault of the legislation.

[11:00]

STATUS OF PUBLIC SERVANT
Mr. Breithaupt: I have a question of the

Minister of Community and Social Services.

Can the minister now advise again, following
earlier reports by the one and only Barbara

Yaffe, that Ralph Blakeman has particular
duties-

Mr. Lewis: You could throw in Karl

Mallette for George Kerr.

Mr. Breithaupt: —within his ministry or is,

as the minister said, this civil servant either

literally or figuratively continuing to sharpen

pencils at $36,000 a year?

Hon. Mr. Norton: I can assure the hon.

member that at no time, to my knowledge-
Mr. Warner: No, he is sharpening pens.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —was Mr. Blakeman en-

gaged, either figuratively or literally, in

sharpening pencils.

Mr. Peterson: You use ball-point pens, don't

you?

Mr. Lewis: He sat in the library a lot and

got paid.

Hon. Mr. Norton: Sometimes researchers do
that. I might add that I am a little reluctant

to comment more fully on his duties up to

this point, particularly in view of the fact, as

the member may be aware, there is a lawsuit

which—

Mr. Lewis: Yes, it's sub judice.

Hon. Mr. Norton: —does relate, as I under-

stand it, in part to an issue relating to Mr.

Blakeman's present employment. I do not

wish to be in the situation where I might in

any way prejudice the outcome of that case.

I might also add that Mr. Blakeman has very

recently been offered another assignment. I

will know shortly whether he has accepted or

not.

Mr. Warner: And you want to be Premier.

Cabinet ministers should be put in the back

row.

Mr. Breithaupt: While I do not want in any

way to involve myself with respect to whether

the courts feel that Mr. Blakeman's duties

are satisfactory or otherwise, can the minister

not at least tell us what those duties are at

the present time?

Mr. Sargent: Dirty pool.

Hon. Mr. Norton: The thing I would like

to avoid at this point is public discussion of

a matter in which, as I understand it, part of

the grounds for the action relates to what Mr.

Blakeman considers to be damage to his

career. To that extent, I think public dis-

cussion of what his career has involved in the

last few months could very well have detri-
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mental effect on his rights perhaps and the

outcome of the case.

I can assure the hon. member it's my
opinion that he is doing very productive work
and that, as I say, he has been offered a new
assignment within the ministry which I expect
he is going to accept.

Mr. Warner: Sharpening pens?

MARKET STREET OMB DECISION

Mr. Foulds: In the absence of the chairman
of cabinet, I would like to ask the Premier a

question. I know when I have to lower my
sights. Can the Premier inform me if he has

any recollection and the result of any con-

sideration by cabinet of the Market Street

OMB decision that has been appealed to

cabinet by the city of Thunder Bay? Does he
have any recollection of that?

Hon. Mr. Davis: What recollection I have

probably wouldn't be adequate to answer what

supplementary question may emerge.
Mr. MacDonald: You are very foresighted

this morning.
Hon. Mr. Davis: In that I would want the

hon. member have as much relevant and

specific information as is possible, I have two
chores now for the weekend and this will be
the diird. So

early
in the week, when the hon.

member raises the OMB appeal on Market
Street in the city of Thunder Bay, somebody
will have the relevant information to the

extent that it is possible for the hon. member.
Mr. Foulds: While the Premier is having

this anonymous somebody do the research, if

the full cabinet has not yet considered the

appeal, could the Premier use his good office

to speed up the consideration by cabinet of

that appeal in that the residents have been

waiting now for some considerable length of

time? The objectors in the case, Lakehead
Developers, took a full two months to file

their material with cabinet for consideration
and the residents are in dire need of the water
line as a result of the lowering of the water
table in their area and hence the drying up of

their wells because of a next-door-neighbour
kind of development by Lakehead Developers.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'll do my best to ignore
that the hon. member really is trying to

persuade cabinet in its semi-judicial respon-
sibilities on appeals to that very distinguished

group. He is putting forward a particular side
of the case, which may or may not come to

our attention. I will certainly not let his own
point of view prejudice whatever decision
cabinet may have made or may yet make. But
I will get him the information.

Mr. Foulds: And it will be an enlightened
decision?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh yes. They are all

like that.

URANIUM PRICES

Mr. Sargent: Mr. Speaker, a question of

the Premier rather than the Minister of

Energy, because asking the Minister' of

Energy a question is like the Blue Jays

losing three games in a double-header.

Some hon. members: Question.

Mr. Peterson: Don't you agree, is the ques-
tion.

Mr. Sargent: I would like to ask the

Premier a very yes or no question. Can he
advise the House at what stage is the

pending purchase by Hydro from Denison of

$1 billion worth of uranium for delivery be-

tween 1980 and the year 2000 when the

world price for uranium is ranging from

$14 to $40 a ton? I would like to ask if he
can tell us at what stage we are now in this

purchase.

An hon. member: Say yes.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I don't

want to get into the question of the Blue

Jays losing three games in a double-header.

Mr. Kerrio: Yes or no?

Hon. Mr. Davis: That is something they
succeeded in not doing. That is a double

negative for the hon. member if he doesn't

quite understand, and I have difficulty in

answering that question yes or no.

Mr. Peterson: Triple negative in thds

province.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, you might
give me some advice as to how one can
answer a question like that yes or no. So
I guess the only way I can answer would
be a little bit of yes and a little bit of no
and somewhere in between is maybe. The
truth of the matter is negotiations are still

going on.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker:
Is the Premier not concerned about com-
mitting $1 billion for the next generation
when a lot of people are concerned about
the fact that nuclear power will not be
around then? Is that a matter of concern
to him?

Mr. Worton: Yes or no.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I'd have to say this to

the hon. member. If nuclear power is not

part of the Hydro system even in the year
2000, a lot of us are going to be in trouble
and the hon. member will be operating
more in the dark than he is presently.
One might argue as to just how extensive

the program may be over a period of years,
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but I would suggest that certainly some form

of nuclear power will be with us during the

hon. member's lifetime. Certainly I am con-

cerned about what the price may or may not

be. I am also concerned that the people of

this province have a certain security of

electricity, because while it may not be

relevant for the hon. member it is for those

of us on this side of the House. We happen
to think electricity is still somewhat essential

to the economic and social well-being of the

people of this province.

Mr. Peterson: You are in favour of elec-

tricity, are you?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Yes, we are in favour

of electricity.

Mr. Sargent: Supplementary: In view of

the fact that the government has removed

Hydro from the elective process by putting

them out there where we can't find out what
is going on, will the Premier tell the House

why he won't bring this matter of $1 billion

before this Legislature for scrutiny to find

out what is going on?

Hon. Mr. Davis: Of course I haven't said

that I won't.

Mr. MacDonald: I have a double-barrelled

supplementary question in this connection.

Is it accurate that the negotiations are on
the lines of a price that would be half way
between Denison's costs and the world price?

Secondly, is it accurate that the procedures
call for a confirmation of any final negotiation,

any conclusion that is negotiated by order in

council by the cabinet?

Hon. Mr. Davis: In that the hon. member
already had partially confirmed the answer
to that question in his discussions with the

chairman of Hydro and also has been—

Mr. MacDonald: What do you mean? He
is trying to clear it with you?

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, no. I just happen to

know that you have already made some
efforts to find out a lot of this information—

and very properly so.

Mr. Lewis: No, no. Hydro approached
Donald.

Mr. Peterson: What perception.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, I am perceptive. I

do sometimes have access to information that

the hon. member has access to. That will

come as a great shock to him, but I some-
times do—

An hon. member: Tapping the phone?

Hon. Mr. Davis: —but not always in the

same form or in the same manner. What were
the two questions?

Mr. MacDonald: Is it accurate that the

price negotiations are floating between
Denison's costs and the world price.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Regarding the first part
of the question, I can't honestly give the hon.

member an answer. The contract is still a

matter of negotiation. My understanding—
whether it is a matter of statute or not—is

that there is a procedure whereby a contract
of this nature would probably have to be
ratified or supported by an order in council.

That I believe is correct.

FRENCH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION
Ms. Gigantes: I have a question of the

Minister of Education, Mr. Speaker. Could
the minister tell us what proportion of the

Ontario boards of education have chosen
to participate in the program of increased

French language instruction?

Hon. Mr. Wells: It is my recollection

that about 138 of the boards have indicated

that they are going to make some change
this year in their program — increasing their

program of teaching French as a second

language — and an additional 38 to 40 have

already indicated some plans to change
further their programs next year.

I am confident that as the boards have
more lead time— and, of course, they didn't

have too much lead time to get the programs
ready for this year — that the programs of

teaching French as a second language will

continue to improve in this province. I

looked at the programs quickly and I think

there is a greater emphasis being put on

starting French as a second language at the

early grades, and that the question of im-

mersion school's is now being faced by many
of the boards; immersion classes and im-

mersion schools are being thought of and, in

many cases, instituted where the need is

indicated.

Ms. Gigantes: Supplementary, Mr. Speak-
er: Has the minister any indication from

those non-participating boards why they are

not participating?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I haven't at the minute,

but I am sure that in the course of the next

few months, as our regional offices go
around the province and meet with curri-

culum people from the boards, we will find

this out. I remind you again, though, that

there are only, as I recall, two boards in the

province that didn't have some program of

French as a second language in their

schools.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary: Is the min-

ister aware that there are a number of high
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schools in the province which do not offer

French in any part of their curriculum

whatsoever, the reason being that no student

has indicated that he or she wants to take

French? Is he aware that some high schools

have no French instruction at all?

Hon. Mr. Wells: I must say that I find

that rather surprising. Could the hon. mem-
ber give me a list of those high schools? If

he is saying that there are high schools in

which there is no French in grades nine to

13 being offered at all because there is no

demand, I would1 find that rather surprising.

I mean, there is no question that the num-
ber wishing to take French in the secondary
schools has been decreasing, but it has not

been brought to my attention that there are

any schools where French has been com-

pletely eliminated as a program. Perhaps he
is confusing it with Latin or something.

Mr. Nixon: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

Unfortunately the same thing is happening
to French under the minister's direction as

happened to Latin under the direction of the

Premier during: his tenure. Why should any-
body take French under the minister's pro-

gram when they don't need it to get into

university, and the encouragement is com-

pletely superficial?

Hon. Mr. Davis: I was a great supporter
of Latin. It is the only subject I did well in.

I supported that.

Mr. Nixon: It is moving out of the high
schools in spite of all that the minister is

saying.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I have never been negli-

gent about Latin.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I think we have to reject
the idea that French is moving out of the

high schools.

Mr. Nixon: It is.

Mr. S. Smith: It has already moved.

Ms. Gigantes: It already has.

Hon. Mr. Wells: I find that there is a

greater interest in French as a second lan-

guage this year than there has ever been.

Interjection.

Mr. S. Smith: You are not meeting it.

Hon. Mr. Wells. We will find that we
have reached the turning point and students

will want to take the course. I really think

that my friend should give me, privately,
some of the names of the high schools where
French is not being taught at all in this

province. I would like to know because it

has not been brought to my attention.

Mr. Foulds: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker: A brief supplementary. We

have one minute left.

Mr. Foulds: Can the minister tell us if he

has any reports from his regional offices of

boards putting undue obstacles in the way
of developing both second language and
French immersion programs in terms of forc-

ing parents to pick up transportation costs

if their children wish to participate in those

programs?
Hon. Mr. Wells: I don't have any indica-

tions, Mr. Speaker, but I can imagine that

probably because transportation is left at the

discretion of the local board there will be

disputes over transportation oosts. We do not

mandate that transportation be paid for by
a board. As you know, there are certain

regulations in the Act that if the students

live beyond a certain distance, transportation
must be provided. Otherwise, it doesn't have
to be. I am sure there are disputes, but I

haven't had any brought to my attention.

[11:15]

REPORTS

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Mr. Villeneuve from the standing social

development committee reported the follow-

ing resolution:

Resolved: That supply in the following
amounts and to defray the expenses of the

Ministry of Colleges and Universities be

granted to Her Majesty for the fiscal year

ending March 31, 1978:

Ministry of Colleges and Universities

Ministry administration program $ 5,741,000

University support program 793,487,000

Colleges and adult education

support program 391,273,000
Student affairs program 82,281,000

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
AMENDMENT ACT

Mr. Williams moved first reading of Bill 74,

An Act to amend the Legislative Assembly
Act.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Williams: The amendment would re-

quire a person who holds office as a member
of a council of a municipality whose term is

not yet three-quarters expired to resign his

office on official nomination day if he wishes

to be elected to the assembly.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

EMERGENCY DEBATE:

LAYOFF OF NICKEL WORKERS
Mr. Lewis moved, pursuant to standing

order 30(a), a matter of urgent public impor-
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tance, namely, the disastrous economic blow
which will strike the region of Sudbury and
the economy of Ontario if the International

Nickel layoffs of 2,800 people, as announced,
are permitted to occur.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I'm wonder-
ing if we might expedite the consideration of

this very important matter by the House
agreeing that it wouldn't be necessary to go
through the 15 minutes of explanatory com-
ments to persuade the Speaker. Could we now
put the question to the House and proceed?

Mr. Speaker: Shall the debate proceed?
Motion agreed to.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, I will be as brief

as possible. This is one of the most difficult

predicaments to have faced this House in a
number of years. I listened very carefully to

the Premier's effort at reassurance during
question period this morning. I have no doubt
that he may wish those reassurances to be
true. But it was for those of us in this caucus
a far too sanguine performance, speaking
much too much to generalities and not nearly

sufficiently to the specifics—the compelling
and in many ways terrible specifics of several

thousand families facing what must surely be

personal and collective economic disaster at

the end of January, 1978.

We think in this caucus that the calamity
of Sudbury has a certain obvious inevitability

about it, that there was a certain logic at work
which flows, on the one hand, from the failure

of government policy and, on the other hand,
from the way in which that company has

operated within a capitalist economy. I'll tell

you what I'd like to start with, Mr. Speaker,
if I may.

I want to make a short, precise and funda-

mentalist response to what is happening to

Sudbury today, because I genuinely believe,

we genuinely believe, that that's the way it

should probably be approached. There seem
to me to be five specific points which are

worth making in rapid succession. Probably
there are many more which others will add;

certainly my colleagues from the Sudbury
basin will.

First—and I say this to the Minister of

Labour and to the rest of the cabinet—it is

utterly unconscionable that Inco should not

have consulted with the government in ad-

vance of its announcement. It shows the

extraordinary contempt in which the cabinet

is held by that particular multi-national

corporation and the fact that they think they
have absolutely no responsibility to consult

or to work in advance when they visit this

kind of catastrophe upon a community which

has made them one of the wealthiest resource

corporations in the world.
I sat in this Legislature several years ago

when we had the Dunlop closing in down-
town Toronto. I wish my colleague from
Riverdale (Mr. Renwick) could be here today
for this discussion; it was because of his

intervention at that point, so aggravated and

angry was he, that the cabinet felt, I think,
it had to respond. As a result, we got legis-
lation which required a certain specific

degree of notice when you were going to

terminate employees in the way in which

Dunlop behaved.

Inco has given the proper notice, but what
we now need is legislation requiring a com-

pany that intends to lay off a significant num-
ber of workers in its work force to consult

several months in advance with the govern-
ment and the workers and to make provisions

avoiding it or an alternative. That's number
one.

Second, we never in this House provided
an adequate tax under the Mining Tax Act;
I say that to the Premier. Again, my mind

goes back. I can go back to the speeches of

my colleague from Sudbury East (Mr.

Martel), who in 1972, 1973 and 1974 drew
to the attention of the government that from

mining taxation in this province we were

taking 0.89 per cent of total mineral pro-

duction, one per cent of total mineral pro-
duction and 1.5 per cent of total mineral

production. I think it once rose, in 1968, to

2.26 per cent of mineral production.

In the years when the resource sector was

strong, we never took the taxes which the

people of Ontario should have seen as their

inherent right; therefore, we never built into

the Sudbury basin the kind of economic in-

frastructure which could cushion this type
of calamitous blow.

Mr. Speaker, if you want to know, there-

fore, where some of the responsibility lies,

it lies at the feet of those who sit in the

cabinet now and indeed very much at the

feet of the Treasurers and the present Min-
ister of Northern Affairs (Mr. Bernier).

Third, we never in this province insisted

on sitting down with Inco or Falconbridge
to find out to what extent they were stock-

piling, to what extent they were overproduc-

ing, or to what extent they were using the

moneys of the province of Ontario to invest

abroad. Some of the free-enterprisers over

there will say that is undue government in-

tervention. It's not government intervention;

it's self-preservation. These mines that are

coming on stream now in Guatemala and New
Caledonia at a cost of billions of dollars have
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been financed in dominant measure by the

people of the Sudbury basin, and the con-

sequences are today visited on them. That
lies at the feet of those members on the

government benches across this legislative
chamber. Surely they know that.

There was no reason in the world why
the government couldn't have spoken to the

companies to find out what they were about
and what was involved, because it had an
economy to protect in Ontario. We talked ad
nauseam, I suppose, in a way which offended
the government from time to time, about the
need for an economic infrastructure in the
north and in the Sudbury basin and about
what was happening to all of that revenue
which was going out.

Need I say what everyone knows? The
Sudbury basin is the richest single resource
basin in the western world. There is nowhere
that so much has been taken out and so little
has been returned. So why, one asks, do
2,800 workers have to face layoffs at the end
of January 1978? That brings me to the
fourth point I want to make.
The fourth point is that we compounded

our negligence around the raising of tax
revenues and our refusal to examine the in-
vestment of these companies abroad by
granting a series of special exemptions under
the Mining Act which otherwise would have
determined that Inco and Falconbridge pro-
cess and refine their ores in this province or
in this country. Our belief on this side of the
House is that the government never really
intended that the processing and refining
occur here domestically, that it was always
willing to give them an exemption, a tax con-
cession, a special depreciation allowance or
another tax exemption. Whenever they wanted
it, they got it and indeed they persist until
the end of 1985.

Again one asks how are we going to build
the kind of secondary manufacturing industry,
service industry and economic infrastructure
into the Sudbury basin, if jobs are given away
by refining and processing abroad. So they
vault off to Wales, or they vault off to Nor-
way. And what's left for Sudbury? Twenty-
eight hundred unemployed, which brings one
to the fifth and obvious point. This is abso-
lutely characteristic about everything we've
ever said about northern Ontario. This is

the consequence. This is the inevitable, inex-
orable consequence of looking at the north
as a resource hinterland, not just for south-
ern Ontario but virtually for the rest of the
world. We've said we can't allow it any
longer, and the government can't allow Inco
to get away with this.

I know the members of the Legislature on
the government side, will stand this morning
and will say, "The international nickel market
is in difficulty. We can't control that. Demand
isn't as high. Overproduction is great." That
is no solace to those who face the calamity
of Sudbury and the ominous implication of

Inco's statements that more cutbacks may
indeed be coming in 1978. It provides no
solace for what we have squandered over the

last generation in the service of prostrating
the workers in the economy to the profits of

Inco. So we say to the government in as

positive and constructive a way as we can

that, as it is looking at this kind of thing and
as it is negotiating over the travail of the

last 24 or 48 hours and the announcement,
that it look at it in the following ways:

One, we say to Inco that if they proceed
as they have announced, we will withdraw
the exemptions which allow them to process
and refine abroad. And, yes, I'll go further

than that. If Inco then thumbs its nose at

government, government has alternatives.

Government can buy a sufficient number of

shares to have a controlling interest in the

decisions of that multi-national corporation

or, if they have such total indifference to us,

then maybe it's time to start thinking se-

riously about the public sector for Inco.

Maybe it's time. Maybe it's finally time.

Maybe they've driven us to the wall. I con-

cede that there are measures which could be
taken short of that and those are the measures
we would advocate. But when you've got a

whole economy of northern Ontario, not to

mention the consequences for the rest of the

province, then it's time.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The hon. member's
time has expired.

Mr. Lewis: I will just tie it together, Mr.

Speaker. The second, third and fourth points
are simply that if Inco proceeds, they cannot

be allowed to proceed until alternative jobs

are made available, until a task force has been
created which involves the union, the workers

there, in the planning for the community and,

finally, until some kind of additional benefits

have been worked out. I don't want to plead
with government. I don't want to beg with

government. We just simply want to say
this is the pattern of resource development in

northern Ontario. It has resulted in one

calamity after another, and today in this

Legislature, it's time to call halt and face that

company squarely and turn its obligations
around where they belong, to the workers who
create the wealth in the Sudbury basin.

Mr. S. Smith: Mr. Speaker, I rise at this

time to present the views of my party on the
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very troubling and anguish-producing situa-

tion in Sudbury and the terrible future that

faces, not only the people of that region,

but so many of us in Ontario, if we find our

mining industry gradually undergoing this

kind of dreadful setback. Other members of

my party will speak on specific ways in which

we think the government of Ontario can inter-

vene to assist those families suffering from

the proposed layoff, and specific ways in

which we think that the life of those workers

in the mining industry can be improved; and

how we can guard against this kind of thing

happening.

[11:30]

However, I want to address myself almost

entirely to the situation in which Inco now
finds itself in terms of its international in-

vestment. Inco says this layoff is due to the

unexpectedly low market for nickel products
in the world, and I think they are correct

in that sense. There is an unexpectedly low

market which did not make its usual recov-

ery at the three-year cycle, as one normally

expects, and I do recognize the costs of

carrying a huge stockpile in the neighbour-
hood of $1 billion. These costs are becoming
so enormous that it's very difficult for the com-

pany to deal with a serious cash flow

problem.
I recognize that their stockpile already is

about two and a half times its usual size and

it is costly to maintain; but the company has

found cash to invest in foreign operation,

the cash flow problem has not restricted

them from making that kind of foreign in-

vestment in Guatemala and in Indonesia.

These operations and their impact on On-

tario are exactly what I want to examine.

Let's look first of all at the pattern of

investment. Members will note from the

graph which I am holding in my hand that

the amount of investment which Inco has

made in Ontario has gone down from a high
of $224 million in 1970 to a low of $58
million in 1973, and it's $90 million in 1976.

But foreign investment has gone, from $17
million in 1972, gradually upward year by
year to $369 million in the year 1976.

What is that foreign investment doing and
what is the company's reason for it? The

company said they anticipated growth in the

nickel market sufficient that it would take

into account not only the Sudbury product
but also would create a need for a product
from other ore bodies in the world. They felt

that failure to invest elsewhere might put un-

due pressure on the Sudbury area. Whether
we take them as credible or not, let's look

at that.

The expected growth in the world market
has not occurred. Furthermore, the laterite

ores in the rest of the world, in the tropical

regions in which these investments are

placed, have turned out not to be as easy
and as productive and as cheap to mine as

previously anticipated. It takes a lot of en-

ergy to release the nickel from those ores,

and with the soaring cost of energy it turns

out now—and I have this from the officials

from Inco who visited us yesterday—that the

Sudbury basin can in fact produce com-

petitively with those laterite ores and beat

the price today for the product that is being
made from the laterite ores.

Furthermore, the company plans that these

foreign plants will produce a product which

they term 75 per cent matte. It's a more

crudely refined nickel, it's not as highly re-

fined as those which we have been accustom-
ed to trying to sell in the world market. But

they say, and I have no reason to believe

otherwise, that there has now come to be a

kind of currency in the world in 75 per cent

matte. That's the product which is more

easily sold into certain markets, particularly

Japanese and European markets, today; and
it turns out that that's a product which we
could produce from Sudbury, provided the

government is willing to permit that to

happen.
We could produce it from Sudbury and

beat the price of Indonesia and Guatemala
into the European and Japanese markets. The

plans of the company are to have the Guate-

mala plant come on stream in 1978 and sup-

ply the equivalent of six per cent of Sud-

bury's output into western Europe, some of

it to be further refined in their Welsh re-

finery. The Indonesian plant, in which Inco

owns 90 per cent, approximately, has three

production lines, each of them also equival-

ent to approximately six per cent of Sud-

bury's production. One of them for sure will

be on line in 1978-its product has already

been sold ahead of time to Japan—and the

other two are presently being negotiated for

and are expected to produce in early 1979.

Each of those six per cents represents ap-

proximately 700 jobs in Sudbury, and all four

of those production lines, the one in Guate-

mala and the three in Indonesia, represent,

by coincidence, 2,800 jobs in Sudbury. Sud-

bury could compete if the government would

allow the shipment of 75 per cent matte on a

contract-by-contract, longer-term basis.

We favour, as much as anyone else, more

refining and fabricating in the mineral sector

in the north—and it should have been done

long ago. However, we cannot turn our backs
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on the realities of the international market
today.

Mr. Laughren: Unbelievable.

Mr. Lewis: That is a sellout.

Mr. S. Smith: Just listen for a moment.
There happens to be a change in the inter-
national market for 75 per cent nickel matte.
If we don't sell it, it will be bought by
Japan from Indonesia-and that is what they
are contracting for today. If my friends will
do their research, they will find that out.

Interjections.

Mr. S. Smith: Therefore, unlike the
rhetoric and the usual socialist slogans that
come from the left over there, we propose a

plan that can save jobs in Sudbury. We ask
and implore the Premier to listen to this

plan.

First of all, give Inco the right to sell 75
per cent matte on a contract-by-contract,

reasonably long-term basis-

Mr. Cassidy: More concessions.

Mr. Martel: Why not just give it to them?
Mr. S. Smith —in those markets which

they are currendy planning to serve from
Guatemala and Indonesia.

Second, we must demand immediately—
and the Ontario government must be very
firm about this—that Inco cease all operations
in Guatemala and Indonesia right now, that
all investments which they are making with
Ontario money in Guatemala and Indonesia
cease immediately—

Ms. Gigantes: The Liberals aren't even

prepared to nationalize that.

Mr. Lewis: It deserves public ownership,
that's why.

Mr. S. Smith: —that they undertake to

meet the Japanese contracts, which they al-

ready have for their Indonesian operation,
.and the European contracts—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Which they don't

have.

Mr. S. Smith: —which they will be getting
and are now negotiating for their Guatemalan
operation—that these contracts be met from
the Sudbury operation.

Mr. Lewis: What if they say no?

Ms. Gigantes: Yes, what if they say no?

Mr. S. Smith: I shall get to that. I am
glad I have the hon. members in such sus-

pended interest.

Mr. Lewis: He does.

Mr. S. Smith: Until the anticipated expan-
sion in the world market of nickel occurs—
and that is the expansion which was the

justification for the taking of Ontario money

and investing it abroad in the first place-
until that expansion occurs, they must cease
all those international operations and devote
their premier attention to the Sudbury basin.

Ms. Gigantes: Or else?

Mr. S. Smith: If they fail to do that, the
full force of the Ontario government must be
brought to bear on this firm in every way
that it possibly can.

Ms. Gigantes: How?
Mr. Lewis: What does that mean?
Mr. Martel: We should send the troops in.

Mr. S. Smith: We must make sure, I say
to the Premier, that the people who are

representing the interests of the Sudbury
basin in a very highly competitive world

market, where we are having difficulty selling
in the Japanese and European markets, are

not the same individuals who have a conflict

of interest and are representing our compe-
titive sites that exist in Indonesia and
Guatemala.

Mr. Cassidy: Jesus, this is unbelievable. He
doesn't believe in interfering with free enter-

prise either.

Mr. S. Smith: Let me show three conflicts

of interest that Inco has right now. In the

first place, they had to make a decision

whether to open operations in Indonesia and
Guatemala in order to produce 75 per cent

matte, rather than try to persuade the On-
tario government to produce that product
here in Sudbury. They should have been

talking with the government, and the govern-
ment should have been talking with them.
The government should have known—there
was a change in the international market for

75 per cent matte.

Mr. Lewis: What is this 75 per cent matte?

Mr. S. Smith: We should have been pro-

ducing that product. They therefore had a

conflict of interest in moving, instead, into

Guatemala and Indonesia to put out that

particular product which can get under the

Japanese and European tariffs.

Mr. Martel: He is dumber than I thought
he was

Mr. Lewis: He has been conned.

Mr. Mackenzie: Completely conned.

Mr. S. Smith: Secondly, we have to recog-
nize there is a second conflict of interest. The

company right now has a choice of meeting
its Japanese and European contracts from
its foreign operations or from Sudbury.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It doesn't have any
European contracts.

Mr. S. Smith: That is a conflict of interest

which is working against the interests of

Sudbury.
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Mr. Swart: That's a multi-national corpo-
ration.

Mr. S. Smith: Yes, it is multi-national, I

quite agree. And there's no reason why we
should kotow to multi-national corporations.

Mr. Lewis: The member has been conned.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. S. Smith: There is a third and even

more important consideration. The invest-

ment which the company must make to keep

up the plant in Sudbury—to make it modern
and competitive, to make sure that it doesn't

become rusty and obsolete—that investment,

which must be made there, instead of being
made there is going into its operations in other

parts of the world.

Mr. Lewis: And he thinks our economics

are frightening?

Mr. S. Smith: That is a conflict of interest

which will bring about a self-fulfilling

prophecy-
Mr. Speaker: The hon. member's time has

expired.

Mr. S. Smith: These are my last words, Mr.

Speaker. In that particular self-fulfilling

prophecy they will guarantee that Sudbury
will become uncompetitive with their inter-

national operations elsewhere. Therefore, the

full force of government must be brought to

bear so that Inco immediately ceases the over-

seas operations and meets its contracts-

Mr. Lewis: And what will you do if they
don't?

Mr. S. Smith: —meet its contracts from the

Ontario Sudbury basin.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Mr. Speaker, I'm

pleased to rise to participate in this debate

upon the crucial situation which has occurred

in the region of Sudbury as a result of the

statements and the decisions-

Mr. Lewis: Is that what they do to you
when you meet with them privately?

Mr. Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —taken by Inco.

My very first remark, I would have to say,
is that yesterday we did have the opportunity
to meet with representatives of Inco, and one
of my concerns, having listened to some
criticisms from various other sources in the

international area and some within our own
jurisdiction, was about the competitiveness
of the Sudbury operation.

I was pleased to be informed that the cost

of producing nickel in Sudbury is competitive,
because that company believes that it has one
of the finest plants in the world, if not the

finest, and the best trained work force in the

world and that in any situation that company

installation in Sudbury can compete, inter-

nationally, nationally, or in any other way.
They believe that in the Sudbury basin

they are second to none in terms of com-

petitiveness on the world market. Unfortun-

ately, the world market is not what it should

be. At the present time Inco does not have

any American contracts to fill, because the

steel industry is simply not producing steel.

Japan does indeed have steel production

going on and the Canadian companies have
been frozen out of that market completely
until they complete—with, I am told, the aid,

assistance, and financial support of the federal

government of Canada—the development of

the mine in Indonesia and the one in Guate-

mala. It is, I understand, the purpose of that

mine in Indonesia to fulfill whatever contracts

they develop within the Japanese market.

Mr. S. Smith: Even more reason to demand

they stop production over there.

Hon. B. Stephenson: My chief concern is

about the welfare and the future of those

individual members of the work force in Sud-

bury who will be, unfortunately, let go by
Inco, under their present program, beginning
at the end of January, 1978, and continuing

probably towards the end of February, 1978.

Of the 15,200 hourly paid employees at

Inco, approximately 1,840 are to be laid off.

Of the 3,400 salaried workers, approximately
360 are to be laid off during that term. One
does have very real concern for those indi-

viduals—perhaps even more so than one has

concern for the future of Sudbury as a whole,

because Sudbury is a vital region of this

province, one which has faced adversity be-

fore and has not died. It will not die this time

either. It will, in fact, renew its energy and

will go on to greater things in the future.

As a result of my concern I had meetings

this morning with representatives of the

United Steelworkers of America, the union re-

sponsible for the workers at the Inco installa-

tion—with Mr. Stewart Cooke, Mr. Gilbert

Gilchrist, and Mr. Dave Patterson. I have to

tell you, Mr. Speaker, that it was a very con-

structive meeting, because there were a

number of ideas and proposals which were

outlined that I feel justify real exploration, not

only with the company but indeed as well

with our federal counterparts. That is pre-

cisely what I intend to do.

In addition to that, I conferred yesterday

with the Hon. Bud Cullen, who is the Min-

ister of Manpower and Immigration, and we
have arranged that there will be a joint meet-

ing of the federal officials in that area with

the officials of my ministry, along with mem-
bers of management and the union on Tues-

day of next week.



1026 LEGISLATURE OF ONTARIO

There are several possibilities that have

arisen as a result of that discussion which
will be explored in depth on Tuesday. I'd

simply like to list these for the members,
because it's perfectly obvious to me that the

requirement for miners in Canada as a result

of this specific problem should be totally

channelled through the Sudbury office of

Canada Manpower. Wherever a request for

a miner occurs in Canada, that request should
not be dealt with by a local Manpower
office, but by the Sudbury office which is

facing the requirement of placing approxi-

mately 1,800 trained and experienced miners.

[11:45]

Mr. Laughren: You want to move them
out as fast as you can.

Mr. Martel: I don't believe it.

Hon. B. Stephenson: I think it is also

equally obvious that the flow of offshore

workers should be stopped completely. If

any mining company in Canada requires new
manpower it should not be allowed to

import that manpower from outside this

country; rather it should look at the avail-

ability of mining capability in the Sudbury
area and utilize that capability first.

It is well known that the federal Depart-
ment of Employment and Immigration ad-
ministers the Canada works program which
was alluded to last night by the federal
Finance minister, and that under that a sub-
stantial job creation program has been es-

tablished for which, I am aware, $57 million
of the total of $303 million for Canada was
allotted to the province of Ontario.
The potential unemployment levels in Sud-

bury, it would seem to me, should ensure an
increased allotment to that region since the
allotments are supposedly based upon un-

employment levels, and yesterday's notifica-
tion will most certainly dramatically increase
the unemployment level within the Sudbury
area. I would like you to know, Mr. Speaker,
that we will be making strong representation
to support the allocation of the maximum
available funds for the benefit of affected

employees in the Sudbury region.
There have been certain criteria establish-

ed for the allocation of such funds, based
upon the qualifications established within
the Department of Employment and Immi-
gration. Although there has not been demon-
strated to this date any flexibility, I think
there must be some flexibility in the drawing
up of those qualifications which could be
applied to the mining people particularly in

the Sudbury region, with the hope of im-

proving the rate at which funds are allocated
for this purpose in that area.

Mr. Speaker, I can assure you that we shall

be doing everything within our power to

urge the federal government to provide that

flexibility.

In addition, there are federal funds avail-

able for temporary relocation assistance. I

would propose to explore the prospects of

diverting as large a proportion of available

funds as it is possible to do to assist the

Sudbury workers who may be able to be

employed in the surrounding area. As most of

us are aware, there is some expansion going
on not too far distant from Sudbury which I

think we could assist in speeding a little.

I would hope that as a result of that ex-

pansion it might be possible that a substantial

number of individuals who are as experienced
and as well trained as the Sudbury workers

are, to move to, for example, Elliot Lake.

Mr. Martel: What will they live in, tents?

Hon. B. Stephenson: I am not suggesting

that, indeed, they must move permanently to

that site, because I think it is quite possible
that with the assistance of the federal govern-
ment we could establish a transportation

program-

Mr. Martel: They could live in tents; there

is no housing.

Hon. B. Stephenson: —in order to help
those workers to travel between their home
sites in Sudbury and their work sites in other
areas in the surrounding region.

I think it is possible that some of those

workers who are qualified in Sudbury might
wish to consider this kind of activity, and I

would propose that we support as vigorously
as we can, in all manners of support, such a

program of providing assistance for trans-

portation or for relocation if necessary. The
Elliot Lake area is not the only one, but it

is certainly the one which comes to mind
most readily.

In addition to that, on July 19 this year

the federal Parliament amended the Unem-

ployment Insurance Act, and under the

amending Act, which is called Bill C-27,

provision was made which empowered the

newly created Canada Employment and Im-

migration Commission to make regulations

providing for the payment of work sharing

benefits to qualified claimants. I would re-

mind you, Mr. Speaker, that thus far this

section has not been proclaimed into law.

The intention of the section, as I under-

stand it, is to encourage employers, trade

unions and employees to establish satisfactory

work sharing arrangements to minimize the

effect of short-term unemployment.
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It may well be that this critical and un-
fortunate situation in the Sudbury region
lends itself to the implementation of a work

sharing arrangement which would qualify the

affected employees for benefits, at the same
time remaining at work for a reduced work
schedule. I recognize that this is not en-

tirely satisfactory, either from the union's

point of view nor from management's point
of view, but I think that in this situation we
must be prepared to consider all of the

avenues which might be open to us to resolve

the critical situation.

Ms. Gigantes: Deal with Inco.

Mr. Martel: Why don't you deal with

Mother Inco?

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is a novel c#ncept
and there may be substantial problems in

working out appropriate arrangements, but we
shall be working diligently with both the

management and union concerned in this

situation to find solutions to the problems
which have arisen; and to develop long-term
solutions as well, since I intend to convene a

special meeting of the Ontario manpower co-

ordinating committee in order to bring this

before that committee for its serious con-

sideration.

Mr. Swart: Shouldn't that have been done
two or three months ago?

Mr. Laughren: I am depressed by the

comments of the two previous speakers. The
Minister of Labour's response is defeatist and

inadequate.

Hon. B. Stephenson: It is certainly not

defeatist.

Mr. Laughren: The Leader of the Liberal

Party's response would result in a giveaway
of awe-inspiring proportions, the likes of

which we have never seen in this country. I

can only conclude that he has been com-

pletely conned by Inco.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Order. The member
for Nickel Belt has the floor.

Mr. Laughren: The massive layoff is a

serious blow to a community that too often

has been subjected to the whims of Inco

and Falconbridge. Without exception, those

whims have been self-serving and destruc-

tive in both social and economic terms. The

Sudbury basin has delivered enormous profits

to absentee landlords for many years. Those
landlords' allegiance is to the bottom line on
an international balance sheet and nothing
more. Neither Inco nor Falconbridge paid

homage to acceptable business or social

ethics, and I mean that as seriously as I know
how. Their activities in the Third World de-

base us because they are headquartered in

this province.

Mr. Lewis: That's true.

Mr. Laughren: They are active in racist

regimes in the Third World where labour is

exploited and abused through military dicta-

torships.

Mr. Lewis: That's right, especially Falcon-

bridge.

Mr. Laughren: Amnesty International tells

us in Indonesia there are 100,000 political

prisoners. Let us have no illusions about the

intentions or the behaviour of the resource

corporations active in the Sudbury basin, and

quite frankly that makes them easier to deal

with. The layoff of 2,800 workers will have
in economic terms more of an effect than
that on jobs in the Sudbury area, probably
between 5,000 and 10,000, with a multiplier
effect thrown in. This government has a

responsibility that goes beyond sitting on its

collective hands waiting for Inco to make up
its mind and making clucking sympathetic
noises such as the Premier (Mr. Davis) made
this morning in his remarks.

When I moved to Sudbury in 1969 there

were 18,000 hourly rated employees. There
will be about 10,000 now because of the

capital intensity of the operation.

Mr. S. Smith: There is no coincidence there,

is there?

Mr. Laughren: This government has pre-
sided over a distorted resource policy in the

province of Ontario. They have encouraged
the rapid extraction and sellout of this re-

source. There was a day when Sudbury sup-

plied up to 90 per cent of the western world's

supply of nickel. Today it's down around 30

per cent.

Mr. S. Smith: Since you moved there, eh?

Mr. Laughren: Think of what we could

have done over the years when we had that

kind of control over the market. Now the

company claims that there is an oversupply
of nickel. It's an oversupply created by
them. It's ironical that while Inco was an-

nouncing its impending layoff here in Toronto,

some of the families, the workers in Sudbury,
were packing their suitcases to go to Guate-

mala for a two- or three-year period to bring
the operations there on stream. Talk about

digging your own grave.

Mr. S. Smith: So you do agree with us.

Mr. Laughren: That's what Inco is doing
and we are all going to pay for it, but

primarily the workers in Sudbury will pay
for it. The choice for Ontario is clear. We can

either continue to allow Falconbridge and

Inco to act in irresponsible ways, the way
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they have in the past, or we can do something
about it. I believe that this government has

an opportunity to intervene on behalf of the

people of Ontario in a clear and decisive way.
That intervention must take the form of the

immediate and crisp public ownership of the

nickel resources of this province.

Mr. Warner: You laugh, you sit and laugh
—2,800 out of work; sure, great joke.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Your own leader was

smiling. Don't accuse me of laughing. This

isn't what you were saying last June.

Mr. Laughren: Mr. Speaker, it is folly to

pretend that tax concessions or processing
allowances will solve the problem. We've
been that route. Taxation of the resource

sector simply cannot work, for very elementary
reasons. If taxes are increased the companies
can merely highgrade the ore; take out the

profitable part, leave the bad stuff there and
invest the money in the Third World. When
they transfer the profits to the Third World

they are, in effect, making the supply of nickel

superfluous here.

The Treasurer's (Mr. McKeough) silly,

vacuous shouting yesterday spoke more to

his terminal myopia on economic matters than

to any kind of alternative policy on his part.

The Treasurer himself has stated that there

will be no secondary development in northern

Ontario for 20 years. That's the man who is

responsible for the economic development in

northern Ontario, and he makes statements

like that. His cliches are not just silly, they're

becoming downright offensive in times like

this.

But the contradictions are really remark-
able. Prime Minister Trudeau told us the

other day that Canadians have got to work
harder. I want to tell you something, Mr.

Speaker—tell the Inco workers in Sudbury,
tell the steelworkers in Sudibury, that the

harder they work the faster they will be out

of a job. Those are the kind of contradictions

that workers in the Sudbury area are facing.

The Minister of Northern Affairs (Mr.

Bernier) agrees with International Nickel, that

the problem isn't really theirs, that it's the

world supply of nickel.

Mr. Lewis: They control the markets for

heaven's sake; of course they do.

Mr. Laughren: We know that with rational

production levels this need never have

happened; with no government grants, con-

cessions or exemptions. In the first nine

months of this year Inco earned about $95
million. They received $70 million from the

Export Development Corporation in Ottawa
to finance their Guatemala operations.

How's that for sanity in resource develop-
ment and preservation of jobs in this country?
That's the kind of contradictions that we have
between the Liberals in Ottawa and the Con-
servatives here.

It's not just that they're presiding over

silly policies; it's not that they have just been
a passive observer; through their exemptions
and allowances they've aided and abetted in

the process. We simply cannot continue to

finance the increased demand for social serv-

ices while we export resources that have not

had sufficient wealth added to them from the

processing. That's simply got to come to an

end; and it should be clear now that that will

never be done by the private sector, simply
because it is not in their best interest.

I \»ould like, in conclusion, to paraphrase
the comments of a progressive Conservation

Premier of this province back around 1905 or

so when he was talking about water resources.

It could very well apply to the nickel re-

sources. He said that the water resources of

Ontario should no longer be the sport and

prey of capitalists, but rather a valuable re-

source for all the people of Ontario whose
trustees members of this government are.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Bolan: Mr. Speaker, before making my
general remarks on this topic I think I'd like

to start off by asking, "Are we once again
about to witness a strange phenomenon which

every now and then occurs in northern On-

tario; and that strange phenomenon is the

death of a industry and the death of a com-

munity?" As testimony to this remark which

I've just made, one only has to drive through
northeastern Ontario to witness the remains

of what were once proud and respected com-

munities which stood on their own. These

communities relied on natural resources, and

as the resources which fed them diminished

so dlid the communities themselves, to the

point where they are today.

This, of course, was many years ago. This

was in the days when it was an accepted

axiom of government and business that when
a community ran out of raw materials, it

simply faded away. It was a very simplistic

way of dealing with the problem at a time

when governments did not have the ability,

or the mechanisms or the desire or the re-

sources, to deal with complexities of such

magnitude.

[12:00]

With the announcement yesterday that Inco

would lay off 2,200 hourly-paid and staff

employees by the end of January, 1978, you
have the beginning of one of the most de-

vastating catastrophes ever to hit northeastern
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Ontario. Most of the people affected by this

layoff are young men and young women;

young people who have recently entered the

labour market, young people with families to

be concerned about, young people who have

just bought a home and who now may be

faced with the prospect of losing it.

What concerns me most are those 2,200
human beings who in this age of uncertainty
find themselves without jobs, 2,200 young
people who want to work but who are now
being denied that opportunity.
One of the greatest perpetrators of this

deed which is about to bring economic disaster

to the Sudbury basin is the provincial gov-
ernment of the day, and indeed the provincial

goverment of the past six years. The warning

flags have been up for some time that all

was not well in the nickel-copper industry
of this province. The government was aware

of it, and if it was not then it was derelict

in its duty in not finding out.

I address myself to the Minister of Labour,
who is not in her seat, and I ask the question:

How long has the Ministry of Labour been

aware of this potential layoff? What role has

the emplovment adjustment service of the

ministry played in this; and what does it

intend to do about it now, other than to

describe the inanities which have been put
forward to this House?
The employment adjustment service was

established in 1973 in response to the need

to assist labour, management and the govern-

ment to anticipate and respond more effec-

tively to manpower adjustment problems. Is

this service adequately prepared at this time

to cope with a layoff of this dimension?

What do we do about the 2,200 people

who will be laid off? The fact still remains

that the Sudbury basin has some of the infra-

structure and the support required to accom-

modate stability and growth, and above all it

has the human resources to fill jobs. That

boin<r the case, every effort should be made
to net new jobs into the area.

For years our party has been advocating
the decentralization of government offices and
their transfer to other parts of the province.
We recently had a new ministry created, the

Ministry of Northern Affairs. Sudbury would
have been the ideal location for the new
ministry offices.

Mr. Martel: No, don't give them to us.

Mr. Bolan: Instead, the head offices are in

Toronto and you have two satellite offices-

one in Sault Ste. Marie and one in Kenora.

Why were not all of these offices set up in

northern Ontario?

Mr. Martel: There're 30 jobs for us.

Mr. Laughren: Got another 30?

Mr. Bolan: When will the government
provide the DREE grants that are necessary
for the Eldorado refinery to be built in either

Spragge or Burwash? What has the govern-
ment done about creating a department of

mines in Sudbury? Is there any reason why
more Ministry of Natural Resources offices

can't be located in Sudbury?
During the next few months, the govern-

ment should embark on a plan to restructure

growth and development, not only in the

Sudbury basin but also in northeastern On-
tario. It should embark on a plan to urge
and assist primary and secondary industries

to locate in this area. Does the government
have some kind of plan to assist the many
people who will be required to relocate in

other parts of the province or in other parts

of the country? I'm thinking of such assistance

as the cost of relocation and moving expenses.

In view of the already depressed nature

of the housing industry, what assistance is

the government prepared to give to the many
peoplte who will be required to sell their

homes at a loss? Many of these young people

who are being laid off bought their homes

in good faith with the idea to continue to

work at Inco, and now they find themselves

left out in the cold.

There's a very interesting document which

was prepared some time ago by the Sudbury

and District Chamber of Commerce. It's

called, "A Profile in Failure." I understand

the Treasurer (Mr. McKeough) had some

difficulty in going through it. Perhaps he

might want to try to read it again to adopt

some of the policies which are recommended

by the chamber.

Lastly, I address myself to the people

of Sudbury and to those people of my own

riding who are also affected by these lay-

offs. To these people I sav this: ThQ hour

may be dark, but through it all they will

somehow come through, because with th<>

strong will and determination of which

northerners are made they will overcome

this abysmal moment. Thank you, Nfr

Speaker.

Mr. Laughren: We have gone that route

before.

Mr. Deans: Why do you have to keep

doing it time after time?

Mr. Acting Speaker: The hon. Minister

of Northern Affairs.

Mr. Deans: Disaster speaks.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Mr. Speaker, as a

northerner, as a person who was bom, raised

and lived in the north and represents a rid-
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ing that is resource based, and having lived

in a community that is resource based and
suffered through the problems that Sudbury
is facing today, I join this emergency debate
with a great deal of enthusiasm.

The reduction in employment at Inco
Metals in Sudbury by 2,800 jobs, 2,200 of

them through layoff by the end of January
and the rest apparently by attrition by mid-

1978, is an extremely serious blow to the

Sudbury area, and to the workers and fami-

lies who are directly affected. This is one
of the painful and frustrating aspects of the

economy of northern Ontario, underscoring
as it does the vulnerability of our resource-

based industry to world commodity market
conditions.

Mr. Laughren: Always the apologist.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I am speaking today
as the Minister of Northern Affairs, and
"hie my first concern is for the welfare of

the people in the communities of the north,
I must also recognize that all the people of

Ontario are directly affected by what is hap-
pening in our nickel industry.

Apart from the automobile industry, the

mining industry accounts for 25 per cent of

foreign exports of Ontario. The money which
flows back to Canada helps all of us in every

part of this province to enjoy a more re-

warding standard of living. It is not just the

mme and the smelter workers at Sudbury
who will suffer; we are all affected and we
must all contribute to a solution.

I might say that I have been searching,
in the hours and the minutes previous to my
remarks here, to see if there is some solution

and some ideas coming forth from the other

side of the House, and I have to admit I

have vet to perceive any concrete evidence
that they have contributed something of a

positive nature.

Mr. Warner: Get someone to read Hansard
to you.

Mr. S. Smith: What about stopping the

foreign operations?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: I know it is difficult

for many members of the House and their

constituents across Ontario to even think of

difficulties in the mining industry, since it

has always been such a strong and prosper-
ous part of our economy.

Mr. Warner: If you prefer to apologize
for the corporate pirates, go ahead.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Years ago, when Can-
ada provided up to 90 per cent of the world's

nickel, this was less of a problem.
Mr. Deans: Of course, that might have

been when we should have moved.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: However, our share has
now fallen to about 30 per cent and there
are—we must realize this—20 other major
producers in the world today. The world
economic slowdown, plus increased competi-
tion, have both contributed to the present

problem.
I am informed that production cutbacks

have already been made in such places as

Australia and the French operations as well.

However, as serious as the current prob-
lem is—and it is serious, make no mistake-
nevertheless I believe that some of the

statements which have been made about

Sudbury having its heart cut out and predic-
tions that it will be on its back by 1979, are

in danger of compounding the problem.
A time of setback, among people of deter-

mination such as the northerners are, should
also be a time for a realistic assessment of our
situation. Fortunately, the resource-based

economy of the north, even though vulner-

able to world market conditions, has sufficient

variety to ensure continued overall strength.
Its position is in fact, one of great strength.

I'd like to quote a brief paragraph from
the Wall Street Journal of today, October 21,
which says:

"While metal markets have been weak for

the past three years, Inco has steadfastly
maintained the policy since 1975 of con-

tinuing high levels of production and build-

ini inventories for an expected surge in

demand which has not materialized."

Mr. Laughren: By choice.

Mr. Martel: Carter gave that statement.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The prospects at Elliof

Lake look particularly good, with long-term
production planned well into the next cen-

tury. Gold prices are strengthening and the

soft wood lumber industry has had an excel-

lent summer, because housing starts in the

United States have been unusually hisrh and
domestic production has not been good. The
demand for Ontario lumber has been strong
and prices have been excellent. We are

heading into the expected seasonal down-
ward trend, but the prospects for soft wood
lumber are very good.

In addition, the longer-term prospects for

Sudbury itself remain very strong. Predictions

are that the demand for nickel will once

more expand greatly by the early 1980s. It

should be noted that the mines being closed

are being maintained. This is an important

point. Those mines that are being closed

are being maintained on a standby basis and
will be ready for reopening when market

conditions permit.



OCTOBER 21, 1977 1031

Unemployment in the Sudbury area has

been running at an unacceptably high level

and this cutback will make it even worse.

However Sudbury is far from dead. Its

skilled and industrious work force, and its

efficient mining and processing facilities, put
it in an excellent position to meet world

competition once world demand picks up.

Remember, there are still 50,000 jobs in Sud-

bury overall. After these layoffs, the mines
and the smelter will still have a work force

of approximately 20,000 people.
The Ministry of Northern Affairs is in the

process of establishing an office in Sudbury
to manage our regional priorities budget as

it applies to all of northeastern Ontario. This

budget is approximately $50 million for the

purpose of stimulating economic growth and
for the creation of jobs in northern Ontario.

Mr. Laughren: That will solve it. Thanks
a lot.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Our staff has been hold-

ing ongoing discussions with the regional

municipality of Sudbury for the purpose of

providing financial assistance to help the

region carry out studies aimed at encourag-

ing local production of products and services.

We will also begin negotiations with DREE
with a view to accelerating the essential

investment in services and to promote indus-

try and job creation projects in that particular

community.
While the nickel industry is and will con-

tinue to be the cornerstone of the Sudbury
economy, there is a strong and diversified

secondary and tertiary industrial base there.

It has a skilled and mobile work force, and
the long-term future of the mining industry
there is excellent. The problem we face

today is for the short term, and we are

taking steps to deal with it.

I think we are all encouraged by the

decision of the federal government to relocate

the taxation data centre from Ottawa to Sud-

bury. This will provide 110 permanent jobs

and 1,400 temporary jobs.

Mr. Germa: Yes, all for miners.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: The annual payroll will

be about $5 million.

Mr. Laughren: Do miners get those jobs?

Hon. Mr. Bernier: As my colleague, the

Minister of Labour pointed out yesterday, a

number of us in the cabinet will be going
to Sudbury shortly to meet with union lead-

ers, mine officials and municipal leaders-

Mr. Foulds: Sixty of those jobs will be

moved from Thunder Bay. You extract it

from one part of the north to give it to

another part of the north.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —to assess the situation

to receive first-hand reports and proposals
and discuss ways in which we can assist

further.

Our government will also make representa-
tions to the Environmental Assessment Board
and Atomic Energy of Canada Limited to

request an early resolution of the radon gas
issue at Elliot Lake and the provision of

necessary safeguards so that planned expan-
sion of employment can proceed in that area.

As the minister responsible for Ontario

Northland Transportation Commission, I am
ready to enter into any serious discussion

about any modes of transportation to match

jobs with people using our facilities of trains,

buses and aircraft. The series of initiatives

which this government has taken in northern

Ontario over the past few years, by the

establishment of the new Ministry of North-

ern Affairs—

'Mr. Foulds: That was some climax.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: —has been a tangible
demonstration of our faith and commitment
to the people of the north.

Mr. Deans: That's nonsense.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: Certainly the problems
of the nickel industry, which we have not

been accustomed to expect, are a painful

setback for all of us.

Mr. Laughren: We are embarrassed by

you. The albatross of the north.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: However, we have a

lot going for us in northern Ontario. We
have people of faith, of determination and

of energy who are capable of overcoming

adversity.

Mr. Warner: Put on a happy face.

Mr. S. Smith: All you lack is leadership.

The ingredients are there but the cook isn't.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: We have a resource

base. I invite the Leader of the Opposition

to come to northern Ontario and visit with

me. Let him come and see the enthusiasm of

those communities. We have a resource base

which we are going to develop for the bene-

fit of all the people of this particular prov-

ince. We have a government with a com-

mitment to the north and a capacity to help

the people there to realize their fulfillment.

Finally, only someone who doesn't know
the north, or a pessimist, would have one

think that adversity can cut the heart of any

part of northern Ontario; but they have never

seen or felt that heart.

Mr. Deans: Oh stop it, Leo; that's just

nonsense.

[12:15]
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Mr. Germa: Mr. Speaker, it's a little diffi-

cult to rise on this subject matter. As a

longtime worker at Inco, I have been through
this many times in a long career in this kind

of an industry. My father went through it,

as well as my grandfather. The contribution

which this one family has made in the pro-
duction of wealth and the development of

the city of Sudbury—this contribution has no

recognized equity whatsoever, as far as Inco

is concerned, or as far as the government
of Ontario is concerned.

It is obvious from the statements here to-

day by the Minister of Northern Affairs and
the Minister of Labour, and the Premier, in

fact, that the meeting with Inco was a

disaster, because none of these three honour-
able people chose to report and tell us ex-

actly what transpired, other than to say that

Inco said. "We were a bunch of fine fellows

and we'll work very hard and we're very in-

dustrious." The minister didn't tell us what

position they put to Inco, what demands they
made upon Inco and what were its responses.

Mr. S. Smith: That's right.

Mr. Germa: All they came to us with was
—and from three sources, I get this same

message—that they do not understand, and

they fail to understand, and I can recognize

why they do not understand, what is going
on in northern Ontario and in the city of

Sudbury, because they do not have someone
on their benches who understands the mining
industry, who has ever participated in the

mining industry, including that man there

who has ruined northern Ontario, the former
Minister of Natural Resources and now the

Minister of Northern Affairs.

There's the popular mythology coming from
across the floor that we are still a bunch of

packsack miners in Sudbury and in northern

Ontario. In fact, all we have to do is put
our junk in our packsacks and wander off to

Elliot Lake, or wander up to Kirkland Lake—

Hon. B. Stephenson: That may be your im-

pression, but it isn't mine.

Mr. Germa: —or wander here, there and

everywhere. That might have been true at the

turn of the century. Fortunately, that has gone
for most of us. I was born and raised in that

city, and my mother was born and raised in

that city some 80 years ago. We are no longer

packsack transient miners and should not be
treated like that any further.

We have the same feelings of insecurity as

those people who live down in the southern

part of the province. Yet we haven't got some-

thing to attach that security to. We do not

have land, as the farm grants security to the

people in the farming communities of southern

Ontario. All we have is our contribution to

the mining company and their contribution to

the wealth and the prosperity of Ontario. And
yet the government gives us no recognition.

"Just pack your packsacks and away you go,

boys, to Elliot Lake."

Hon. B. Stephenson: What an idiotic re-

action.

Mr. Germa: The members know what hap-

pened in Elliot Lake. We did that about 10

or 15 years ago. You remember when Elliot

Lake had 30,000 souls in it. We sank 14

shafts when we should have sunk only four

shafts—lack of planning by this government,
and this gang was in power then. Then all of

a sudden the bottom fell out of the barrel

there.

A particular friend of mine, a person who
worked in the industry in Sudbury, was
attracted to Elliot Lake because of the avail-

ability of jobs. When he left Elliot Lake, he

sold his $19,000 equity in a home he had

acquired for exactly $1. He got $1 for his

total investment in his home in Elliot Lake.

Why did he bother selling it for $1? Just to

secure his name with Central Mortgage and

Housing so that he might go back some day
and get a loan, in case he got located some-

where else, because if Central Mortgage
forecloses on you, you cannot ever get an-

other loan. Those are the kinds of things the

government has been perpetrating on the

people who choose to participate in the

mining in Sudbury.
The local union in the area had a premo-

nition that the curtain was coming down, be-

cause of the attrition which has been going on

in Inco since the first of the year. They saw

that Inco was not hiring or replacing those

people who were leaving due to quits, deaths

or pensions, and they did make a proposal

to Inco. These are the kinds of things I hoped
the people who met with Inco yesterday

would have proposed.

Mr. Laughren: Fat chance.

Mr. Germa: The local union has proposed
that there be some changes in the pension

plan to encourage those people with long

seniority to get out of the road, because 65

years old is just a little bit too old for a guy
to be down there. I think it's a little difficult

even for a 20-year-old guy down there. But

here we have people still underground at age

65, because the pension is not adequate to

encourage them to remove themselves from

the work force to make room for those

younger guys who are a little bit stronger and

who really need the job more than the person

with age and seniority.
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The subject of overtime seems to be a

rather simple one that this government could

approach Inco with. You could even approach
it on the floor of this Legislature.

Hon. B. Stephenson: We did.

Mr. Germa: Why didn't the minister tell us

what the response was? You see, she failed to

report what she did. We sent her to Inco

yesterday and she came back to give us a

bunch of gobbledegook about Ontario being

strong, that northerners are tough and we
shall survive.

Mr. Lewis: Because they went on their

hands and knees. Prostrate, the minister went
to Inco. Crawling to Inco.

Hon. B. Stephenson. I would never pros-
trate myself. Certainly not to you.

Mr. Martel: No—to Inco.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Not to Inco, either.

Mr. Lewis: Oh, yes you did.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Germa: All you brought back was
"Pack your packsack."

Hon. B. Stephenson: You weren't listening.

Just open your ears.

Mr. Germa: All she failed to say was, "Will
the last guy out turn out the lights?" For
Christ's sake, that's all she got left for us.

Pack your packsack and' turn off the lights.

She is a disaster. There's no use sending a

boy to do a man's job. I don't know why we
sent her down there yesterday.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Right. I am not a boy
nor a man.

Mr. Germa: I would like to have been a

fly on the wall in Inco's boardroom yesterday,

sitting on that mahogany—
Hon. B. Stephenson: You haven't used your

eyes, let alone ears.

Mr. Germa: —and listening and watching
her kotow with her cap in hand. It would
have been good. And that fellow over there-

Mr. S. Smith: Why can't the Arabs and the

Jews settle their differences in a Christian

manner?

Mr. Germa: —standing there with cap in

hand, bowing to these potentates. I know how
you treat those birds.

Hon. B. Stephenson: How?

Mr. Germa: Why didn't you do something
about the overtime which is presently being
worked at Inco?

Hon. B. Stephenson: That was one of the

questions that was raised.

Mr. Germa: What's happened? Why doesn't

she tell us? Is she ashamed?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Mr. Germa: Why didn't she tell us when
she had her time on the floor?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Will the member
please continue. I would ask him not to ask

questions and I ask the members on the

government side not to respond to rhetorical

questions. The member for Sudbury, please
continue.

Mr. Germa: I don't expect an answer to

the question because this person had plenty
of opportunity to give us those answers when
they were put to her yesterday. She failed,

she was a disaster, and she should not be
sent on any other mission of such a crucial

nature.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Good, fine.

Mr. Germa: Of course, there might be

some political reality to consider because this

government has, of course, nothing to lose

in the riding of Sudbury, Sudbury East or

Nickel Belt. Is that why it can accept this

major decision by this company so calmly?

It is not concerned about it because it has

no political gain to make there, no political

losses to suffer.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: What are you doing

about it in Manitoba?

Hon. B. Stephenson: What an asinine re-

mark.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's very cheap.

Mr. Germa: You know it's true.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's cheap.

Mr. Germa: Everything this government
does has political content.

An hon. member: It certainly dtoes.

Mr. Germa: They do nothing unless they

count ballots, and I've seen that during my
time; that's how callous this government is.

An hon. member: You and every ministry.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Absolute utter non-

sense.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Bud, you may work that

way in public accounts, but we don't.

Mr. Germa: Another question that should

have been raised concerned bonus workers

underground in the mine. You know what

this does to production. Bonus is probably

one of the most destructive things that still

permeates the mining business. We've got rid

of bonus payments in most other industries

and yet it persists in the mining community.
I think bonus should be abolished from the

underground process because this drives a

person into overproduction. It also is the
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reason for many of the accidents and the high
injury rates that we have underground.

Special vacations should also have been
discussed with Inco. These are the things
that my union has been raising with Inco
since June, July and August. The union can-

not get an answer from Inco on these five

basic points.

I was hoping that the full weieht of this

government, as the member of the Liberal

Party said, would be brought to bear. They
are the greatest bunch of lightweights I ever

saw. There isn't a heavyweight on that sidle

of the bench.

Mr. Cassidy: All dead weights.

Mr. Peterson: I wouldn't say that.

Mr. Germa: You didn't raise the proper
issues. You went in and commiserated with

Inco about the deteriorating world market—

Hon. B. Stephenson: Were you there?

Mr. Germa: —which Inco participated in

producing. It was Inco and Falconbridge that

created the glut on the market.

So we really haven't got any information;
but those are five points that you can still

keep in your bonnet.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Or my cap—which?

Mr. Germa: And if you ever get back to

talk to the boys in their boardroom you might
raise those points.

There is one more thing I want to raise.

I am in the position now of a person in a

lower room when a fellow above drops the

first shoe.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I would point out

to the member for Sudbury that his time

has expired.

Mr. Germa: Just for one moment. The

person is waiting for the second shoe to

drop. What I am waiting for i> this whole

subject matter of deep sea bed mining to

arise. Did vou talk to Inco about deep sea

mining? What is going to happen to the

community of Sudbury when deep sea nickel

nodules start coming to shore?

Mr. Haggerty: Mr. Speaker, I want to add
some remarks this morning and to express

my views concerning the recent Inco Metals

announcement of the massive layoff in the

Sudbury basin and in the Port Colborne
area too. It amounts to about some 3,200

employees across the province of Ontario.

I stand before the House not representing
northern Ontario or southern Ontario but

representing members of the Legislative As-

sembly, all of the province of Ontario. I am
deeply concerned aboiit the situation in the

city of Port Colborne and the Sudbury basin

and I stand here this morning to support my

leader's comments relating to the Inco oper-
ations in other countries throughout the

world.

Perhaps much of this problem has been
caused by the surplus of nickel in Canada
and throughout the world. My leader is

right when he talks about the wealth taken

from this province to assist other countries

in the development of their industries. Too
often as politicians we seem to forget that

labour is the father and the active principle
of wealth. Much of this wealth has been
taken from the province of Ontario to estab-

lish new industries throughout the world for

the Inco operations-

Mr. Foulds: How can you say that and be

a Liberal?

Mr. Haggerty: —and this no doubt will

add further to the surplus of nickel products

throughout the world. I think it will have a

serious impact further on—perhaps in the

vear 1978. Reading from the news release

from Walter Gray representing Inco Metals-

Mr. Lewis: He used to represent the Al-

gonquin Wildlands League.

Mr. Haggerty: —it says: "They are de-

signed to ensure a meaningful reduction in

1978 of nickel inventories which we have

built lip, beginning in 1975, by maintaining
Inco production in the communities in which
we operate at levels well above levels of

Inco sales. However, further production cut-

backs may be required. These will be made
if and when indicated and could occur in the

first half of 1978."

Hopefully there are government members,
the ministers on the other side, who will

have more dialogue with Inco Metals con-

cerning their future productions in the Sud-

bury basin and the nickel refinery in the

city of Port Colborne and the operations in

Manitoba.
I want to add a few more comments re-

lating from "Reaffirming Ontario's Budget

Strategy for 1977" by the Treasurer of On-
tario. On page 14, in the conclusion of this

report, he says: "The government's budget

plan for 1977 implements a fiscal policy ap-

propriate to the needs of the Ontario econ-

omy, and makes wise use of our financial

resources. The economic outlook is steadilv

improving, assisted by built-in fiscal stimulus

in excess of $1 billion." It goes on to say,

"lower interest rates and recovery of the

economy of the United States."

How often have I stood in this House and

said that if we have to depend upon the

economy of Ontario based upon the economy
of the United States we are wishful thinkers,

became it is not going to happen. It goes
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on to say: "I believe this recovery trend will

continue throughout the year and into 1978.
I will be monitoring the situation closely and
I am prepared to consider supplementary
action to stimulate the economy in selective

areas."

Let's see what he is going to do with the

city of Port Golborne which has had to

absorb the loss of the Algoma Steel industry.

They closed their plant down. The Treasurer

says:

[2:30]

"This government's record of achievement
in fiscal and economic policy is second to

none. In 1971 and again in 1975, Ontario
led the way in Canada in the early and

timely implementation of expansionary fiscal

policy to stimulate economic growth and to

create a great number of new job opportuni-
ties our people demanded. We have shown
equally good judgement in recognizing the

threat of inflation and in bringing forward

policies to protect our high standard of living
and enhance our bountiful opportunities."
When one reads that quotation, I wonder

what the government is going to do in this

situation. The experts in the economic field

have already indicated that there is no up-
swing in the Canadian economy, not even
in the province of Ontario. So no doubt
about it, we are going to have to look for

some drastic action from the government to

bring in an employment strategy program.
This is something the Minister of Labour
has referred to in the past, but we haven't

seen anything in that line whatsoever.
We have no economic policy for an em-

ployment program in Ontario, based upon
those comments I have just spoken of.

Mr. S. Smith: No industrial strategy.

Mr. Haggerty: No industrial strategy what-
soever, and there is no outlook for any such
a program.

Mr. Breithaupt: Not since the day of Jack
McNie.

Mr. Haggerty: We have had no dialogue
with industry in the province of Ontario, as

was indicated by the Minister of Labour
this morning. All of a sudden everybody
wants to jump on the bandwagon and meet
with Inco Metals because of this layoff. The
ministers didn't think about that when the
first notice of a layoff in September had
affected the employees of Inco's refinery in

Port Colborne. There was nothing mentioned
about that. They had warnings then, a month
ago, and they have warnings now, by the

press release from Inco Metals, that there

will no doubt be a further layoff in 1978 un-
less economic conditions change in the metal

industry in Ontario and throughout the

world.

Perhaps one of the things that caused the

problem of Inco's sales of nickel relates to

the collapse of the steel industry in the

United States, and Mr. Speaker, I want to

quote to you an article from the Globe and
Mail of October 14, 1977. This related to the

St. Lawrence Seaway tolls, and Mr. John
Childe, general manager of the International

Great Lakes Shipping Company, was pre-

senting a brief to the hearings in Washing-
ton. The article says:

"The port economies would lose that

amount because proposed toll increases on
steel and steel products would drive shippers

away from the St. Lawrence Seaway to east

coast or Gulf of Mexico ports," he said.

"The toll for moving a ton of steel through
the Seaway would rise to $1.95 from 90
cents.

"This year," he said, "1.4 million tons of

Far East steel moved into Great Lakes ports,

but Japanese shippers predict 80 to 90 per
cent of their steel would be diverted to Gulf

ports."

He goes on to talk about losing 200,000
tons of steel that would normally be brought
into North American cities and ports. Look

at the situation in the United States, in par-

ticular as it relates to Buffalo, NY, which

I live close to. They have massive unem-

ployment in the steel industry there. I under-

stand that Youngstown, Ohio, has almost col-

lapsed because of the cutbacks in the steel

industry in the United States.

The point I wanted to bring to the govern-

ment's attention is the matter of imports of

metals into Canada and the United States.

It's happened to the United States, it could

happen to Canada, and it could particularly

happen to the industry in Ontario. A num-

ber of the government members were over

in Japan on a trade mission and hopefully

they are not going to bring in steel to the

province of Ontario, because we can look to

see the steel industry disappear too.

I think we should be looking for tariffs on

steel and for other things to be increased

to protect workers in Ontario and perhaps

throughout Canada.

Perhaps to sum it up I should quote Wal-

ter Gordon, whom I strongly support in his

views on Canada's economic problems as

they relate to foreign investments in Ontario

and throughout Canada. He says: "Unless

we regain control of the Canadian economy,

we shall gradually and imperceptibly lose an

increasing measure of our political as well as

our economic independence."
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Based upon those comments, I suggest the

government should be looking in that direc-

tion so that we, along with industry, do have
control of Ontario's economy. I don't think

that Inco, or any other company in Ontario,
should have the right to put on the brakes
or pull the plug and say, "We're going to

have a layoff." Those days should be gone.
Government must come through with an
economic strategy of job employment to

protect workers.

Mr. Acting Speaker: I must inform the hon.
member his time has expired.

Mr. Haggerty: It's regrettable that those

persons working in the industry, particularly
at Inco Metals in Port Colborne, who I

know very well and who thought thev had
job security, went out and purchased homes
and other goods and now all of a sudden,
there are no jobs for them. It's time that

we as members of the Legislature forgot
about politics and got on with the business
of creating job enrichment programs for the

people of Ontario.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Mr. Speaker, this is

the kind of issue which probably polarizes
the Legislature more than most issues we
discuss here. If I tried to synopsize what I've

heard from the previous speakers today and
put them into parties, I would say from the
NDP we've heard "nationalize" and from the

Liberals we've heard "gloom and doom"—
or perhaps a variation of "Stop the world, I

want to get off."

Mr. S. Smith: The Tories are the govern-
ment; let them stop it.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: How? If they say no,
what do we do?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: In the title of a book,
"Stop the World, I Want To Get Off"-that
was the attitude taken, I thought.

Mr. S. Smith: The minister is a multi-
national apologist.

Interjections.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. Mr. Kerr: If the Liberals are in favour
of nationalizing, let them say it. If they say
no, what do we do?

Mr. Acting Speaker: Could I ask the mem-
bers to give their attention to the hon.
minister?

Hon. F. S. Miller: I have too much respect
for the intelligence and the honesty of the
leader of the NDP not to believe that he
believes what he said today.

Mr. Lewis: I believe—certainly.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I accept that. I don't
find it hypocritical at all. I find it difficult

to reconcile with some of the statements he
made earlier. For example—I'd like to quote
him: "I haven't the slightest intention of

bringing any of the major sectors of the
natural resource area under public owner-

ship It doesn't make sense to me."

Mr. Lewis: That's right.

Ms. Gigantes: Some companies-
Mr. Lewis: And in this instance I say

they have gone too far.

Mr. Kerrio: That's what is called a flip-flop.

Mr. Lewis: No, it isn't.

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please.

Hon. F. S. Miller: It is simply a quotation
I recall having been made to which his

colleague, the hon. member for Sudbury East,

replied: "I personally was one unhappy with

Stephen's statement. I wished he would have

been frank and said, 'We're talking about

development and exploration by a Crown

corporation and the development of new
mines by the government of Ontario.'

"

If nothing else, this issue has brought
those two points out into the open and has

made it obvious that the NDP would
nationalize all the resource industries in the

province of Ontario.

Mr. Deans: It is quite obvious the govern-
ment doesn't have a policy.

Hon. Mr. Bernier: There is an internal

fight over there-

Mr. Acting Speaker: Order, please. The
minister has the floor.

Hon. F. S. Miller: At the same time, re-

specting the intelligence of the leader of the

official opposition I can't believe he really

means what he said today. I can't believe he
thinks that in a world with as many suppliers

of nickel, in a world with as many sources

of capital today, he really thinks a company
like Inco can say, "If we don't develop the

re ources of Indonesia, no one else will."

That is just sheer poppycock. It's sheer

idealism, a sheer finger-in-the-dike attitude;

that's all that is.

Mr. S. Smith: We can't compete in that

market!

Hon. F. S. Miller: Sir, I was quiet while

the hon. member spoke.

Mr. S. Smith: The minister obviously
wasn't listening.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I was listening; I was
shocked. I bet his own party was shocked. I

saw some of them starting to move out to the
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back. Let's realize, though, if I am sad about

anything, it is—

Mr. S. Smith: Sudbury first.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —if I could quote one
of the members who spoke earlier—the Pav-

lovian reaction, perhaps of all of us, to a

set of preconceived ideas as to what is the

cause and how one resolves it.

Ms. Cigantes: It is not a psychological

problem.

Mr. Laughren: Stop preaching.

Hon. R S. Miller: I'm not preaching. I'm

looking for solutions; I think that's the key
thing we all have to look for in a case like

this.

Mr. Warner: It's the government that is

closing the mines.

Hon. F. S. Miller: We have to assess the
world situation, assess our part in it and
determine what in fact we can do to maxi-
mize employment and the creation of wealth
in our province.

Mr. Foulds: Tell us.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Throughout the remarks
of the previous speakers, there was often the
comment that wealth has been taken out of
Ontario and put somewhere else. My friends,
that wealth was created in Ontario by the
creation of those mines. Until such time as the

men, the capital and the effort was put there,

nothing came out of this country.

Mr. Lewis: It doesn't become wealth until

the workers produce it, for heaven's sake.

Hon. F. S. Miller: I'm interested in the 92.5

per cent of the wealth created by the mines
in this province which stays with us, which
stays with our workers, which stays with the

government of this province-
Mr. Warner: Nonsense.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —which prevents us from
having to have welfare programs to support

unemployed people. I'm interested in finding

ways and means of making sure these people
have jobs in the future.

Mr. S. Smith: Very naive.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Perhaps I am. I happen
at least to represent the government in this

issue.

Mr. S. Smith: You do, but you're both
naive.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Let's look at a couple of

the problems. First of all, we, and I'm sure

all of us, have been aware of the problems of

the nickel market in the last few months, in

fact, the last couple of years. Companies have
learned to live, as you've all admitted, with

the cyclical nature of the business. There were

good years—1974 was a top-grade year—and
there have been bad years—1976 and 1977.

Companies have learned to try to level tin ir

production for the sake of their profits, of

course, and also for the sake of their employee
work force because we admit that there are

highly competent people working in Sudbury.

Probably the most skilled and probably the

most efficient miners in the whole world live

in that area-

Mr. Laughren: Look at the way they're be-

ing rewarded.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —and they deserve pro-
tection and they deserve our support.

Mr. Lewis: This is their reward.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Companies have tried

then to estimate sales and to produce so that

when the inevitable upswing occurred they
would have had no more than an adequate

inventory. The figure is roughly $1 billion

worth of nickel that is sitting in storage in

Ontario. I don't know how much copper be-

cause we tend to forget Inco produces as

much copper pound for pound as it produces
nickel. Both of those metals have been down
of late.

I would assume that is costing them be-

tween $80 million and $100 million a year

in interest charges alone at the present time.

Having realized that the market in the last

few months has dropped precipitously, I sup-

pose that was the cause for the action. They

might have turned then and said, "Let's look

overseas and see what we could do. Let's stop

offshore processing. Let's stop investment in

new capacity overseas." As far as the offshore

processing is concerned, the whole nickel

market has changed in the last few years.

Instead of requiring entirely refined nickel,

the steel companies of the world can handle

other materials.

Mr. S. Smith: Seventy-five per cent matte.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Sure, matte. No argu-

ment at all. We, in turn, are recognizing that.

At the same time, to assume that if we didn't

allow the matte or some of these products to

leave under section 113 of the Act we would

somehow be protecting jobs here, I think is

a wee bit naive, because the other sources of

supply are immediately there to take up the

slack now that other sources are available.

Mr. Laughren: Where were you then?

Mr. Lewis: It is now too late.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No, it isn't. It's never

too late.

Mr. Lewis: Ten years ago the Minister of

Northern Affairs threw it away.

Hon. F. S. Miller: You fellows have

preached consistently that nothing should be
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shipped out unless it was totally processed.
What we have done, through our tax plan-

Mr. Martel: You have allowed everything
to be shipped out unprocessed.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —we have created in-

centives to smelt and refine in northern On-
tario and those tax incentives are very real.

In the most recent case, Texasgulf, have
caused a major industry to be built as a result

of them. They are creating employment in

northern Ontario and will continue to do.

Mr. Martel: What did Falconbridge do to

you?

Mr. Kerrio: How can you criticize what our

leader did?

Hon. F. S. Miller: As far as overseas new
capacity goes, let's realize that when Indo-

nesia, for example, was proposed—not by us,

not by Inco, but by, I believe, the state of

Indonesia—they asked for a number of com-

panies to enter into the agreement. Which is

better in that instance? To put $1 from
Canada with, say, $3 or $4 of foreign cur-

rency and, therefore, have an interest in over-

seas operations which easily could have gone
to Russia, which easily could have gone to

other foreign countries?

Mr. Lewis: Oh, this is Inco protecting the

free world, is it?

Hon. F. S. Miller: Not necessarily protect-

ing the free world-

Mr. Lewis: Making Indonesia safe for

democracy.

Hon. F. S. Miller: —but I have heard a

great deal from the socialists over the years
of our responsibility towards underdeveloped
nations.

Mr. Lewis: Inco is being responsible to

Indonesia by wrecking their economy?
Hon. F. S. Miller: I said "our responsibil-

ity." We have that responsibility and we are

living up to it.

Mr. Lewis: It is a new definition of the

multinational ethic.

Hon. F. S. Miller: It is better to have our

own corporations with some interest and with

their expertise in these world markets, pro-

tecting Canadian interests rather than com-

peting with a Zaire-like copper economy-

Mr. Foulds: How are they our own cor-

porations?

Hon. F. S. Miller: —where the sole pur-

pose of the generation or sale of that material

is to generate foreign hard currency.

Mr. Foulds: They don't consult with you.

They don't let you know ahead of time. You
have no control over them.

Hon. F. S. Miller: At least, in this case,

we would say there was more chance for

that kind of thing to happen.

[12:451

Mr. S. Smith: We agree.

Mr. Foulds: It is not called International

Nickel for nothing.

Hon. F. S. Miller: No argument—and
thank goodness, I understand more of the

shares are held by Canadians than by any
other race in the world. That didn't used

to be so but I'm told it is now true.

Mr. Martel: They're widely held.

Hon. F. S. Miller: In summary, you really

can't sell what the market won't buy. We
have watched these companies struggle and

we, in turn, are going to do our best to en-

sure that we work hard to protect the work-
ers in that area-

Mr. Martel: Struggle?

Hon. F. S. Miller: —by finding ways and

means of stimulating their future.

Mr. Lewis: This is obscene.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, I want to tell

you that I've watched Inco struggle from the

year I worked there in 1954 when they made
a $90 million profit. They've been struggling
with that type of profit ever since.

Hon. F. S. Miller: Then you had better

hope they keep making it.

Mr. Martel: The interesting part about

these layoffs is that the only people who
could match Inco and Falconbridge are the

government of Ontario when they closed

Burwash. Overnight, the fourth largest em-

ployer moved out and Potter said "we don't

run an employment agency," and 250 jobs

were moved out. The government is to be

complimented for that.

Mr. Deans: Yon don't even run a govern-
ment.

Mr. Laughren: Real policy.

Mr. Martel: There are two solutions to

this problem. The short term: I suggested to

the Minister of Natural Resources on Septem-
ber—and to this date he hasn't had the cour-

age even to respond to the correspondence
—that in the short term the government
should enact legislation which matched—

Hon. F. S. Miller: On a point of privilege.

Mr. Martel: —that which the United Auto

Workers had worked out with the auto in-

dustry—

Hon. F. S. Miller: Call me anything you
want but don't use the words "lack of

courage."

Mr. Martel: Why not?
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Ms. Gigantes: When it's true?

Mr. Martel: What did it demonstrate? Mr.

Speaker, let me continue. I suggested then

that we enact legislation similar to that be-

tween the UAW and the auto producers
where the mining companies would have to

contribute to a fund which they would build

up and if the men were laid off because of

bad production planning, they would then

be forced to give an additional 30 per cent

over and above the unemployment insurance

benefits to that group of workers.

If you want to rationalize the mining in-

dustry, rather than give them our shirt, it's

time that we did it that way. We tried it

at Falconbridge. In 1975 we gave Falcon-

bridge two further concessions. They ex-

panded their operation in Norway as a result.

What did that mean? Did it mean that they
ever intended to produce or to refine in

Ontario? No way. It meant that they were

expanding that operation and we would
suffer the consequence.
Two years later, Falconbridge shut down

for a month and then laid off 350 men. Again
the government demonstrated its lack of cour-

age. It shut down in September when the

union wanted it to shut the whole oper-
ation down while the men had vacation pay
and could have taken a month off without

losing a cent of salary. As it was, they lost

two weeks' salary and then they had to

rely on the public treasury to give them two
weeks' unemployment insurance.

Where was this government? That an-

nouncement was made in the first week of

August and the government was hiding its

head in the sand like an ostrich. It could

have moved in and said, "Wait a minute.

Let's take the shutdown when the men have
vacation coming to them." The Minister of

Natural Resources demonstrated his courage.
There was none. It was wanting.
The second solution, and I'm glad the

Premier's here because he smiles when we
talk about nationalization over here.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, your own leader

smiled.

Mr. Martel: Let me tell you about your
party. Let me tell you about your colleagues.

Mr. Lewis: I smiled at the explicit way
he put it. That was fine.

Mr. Martel: I sat on a select committee—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Your colleagues behind

you couldn't see you smiling. I was smiling
at you.

Mr. Martel: I sat on a select committee,
Mr. Speaker, with your predecessor, who
chaired the select committee on economic and

cultural nationalism. Isn't it interesting that

seven Tories over there, five of them still in;

two of them cabinet ministers; one just

resigned because he didn't agree with the

Premier on something, the member for

Carleton (Mr. Handleman); the Minister of

Agriculture and Food (Mr. W. Newman); the

former Speaker (Mr. Rowe) and two parlia-

mentary assistants—the member for Missis-

sauga South (Mr. Kennedy)—signed a docu-
ment calling for a 50 per cent takeover of

the natural resources of this province after

three and a half years of study? We moved
through six countries, including Germany,
Sweden and England. Interestingly, in Eng-
land we met with the minister responsible
for resources-

Mr. S. Smith: Jet lag.

Mr. Martel: —and this minister said: "We
have taken 50 per cent of the shares in the
oil industry, the best 50 per cent. That's

going to help us in the long run." Do you
know who that was, Mr. Speaker? A Tory
cabinet minister, Chris Chataway, the long
distance runner. And today it's paying off

handsomely.
As we moved around these countries, Mr.

Speaker, your seven colleagues over there

saw that no other country allowed inter-

national people to exploit the natural re-

sources. It remains a national prerogative.
In Germany, it was the Germans—some of

them free enterprisers but the government
had a say. In Sweden the same. Outsiders

did not exploit the natural resources in

Sweden, nor in England. When we came
back to Canada, let me quote what those

same colleagues who helped to draft that

report said in three very important positions

in the select committee's report: "The polio
shift should not be one of discouragement of

the resource development but an encourage-
ment of manufacturing and processing in

Canada." We have done very little of that.

"One important goal of both provincial

and federal resource policies should be the

achievement of a strong and visible Cana-
dian controlled presence fn the non-renew-

able natural resource sector."

Finally: "The government should be em-

powered to take up 50 per cent of the equity
in new ventures in the non-renewable natural

resource sector."

Mr. Lewis: Right.

Mr. Martel: The minister's colleagues

signed that, and such is the hypocrisy of

this government as it runs around at election

time—and this party, because my friend Dick

Smith from Nipissing had more courage than

most of them; he, along with my colleague
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from Wentworth, said: "Not 50 per cent,

100 per cent." The Liberals, too, got in on
the act. They played a game against the

socialists over here, but they too signed that

document calling for a 50 per cent takeover.

In fact, the member for Nipissing called

for a 100 per cent takeover.

Mr. Laughren: Not the new leader. He
wants to give it away.

Mr. Martel: When we studied it, after

three and a half years we came to the con-
clusion we could no longer export the jobs
that go with the outflow of natural resources.

We have warned this government as I have
stood in this place for 10 long years—
Hon. B. Stephenson: Too long, Elie, too

long.

Mr. Martel: It will never do anything
about it. For 10 years I have argued with
this government that it must change its

policy on taxes to the mining industry, be-
cause we are usually getting less than one
per cent return on the value of mineral pro-
duction. There are no jobs. There are fewer
jobs in the mining industry now, although
we are producing more, than 10 years ago
and it has done nothing to protect the work
force.

It has done nothing to ensure jobs for our

young people. It has allowed the natural

resources, with all its exemptions, to con-
tinue to flow out and this is the consequence.
If it does not start to process, if it does not
pet control of that industry, we will always,
contrary to what Gillies says—Jim Gillies, that

Teat Tory says: "We should be proud to be
drawers of water and hewers of wood," and
he has got the Leader of the Opposition
(Mr. S. Smith) with him now. I don't know
if the leader spoke to the member for Erie

(Mr. Haggerty), who, if we sent it out un-

processed would see Port Colborne close

diown totally.

Mr. S. Smith: It is already closing because
the market has changed.

Mr. Martel: No, only partially, but I am
savin q, that would close down. "We will send
it out raw." Well where do the jobs come
from then? Where will the jobs which we
could use those natural resources to create
'•ome from? As we become more capital
intensive in that field-

Mr. S. Smith: We will refine nickel to

stockpile it because no one will buy it?

Mr. Martel: —there will be fewer and
fewer and fewer jobs, as the statistics indicate

today, unless this government acts; not in the
wav the Minister of Labour said—as my
colleague from Sudbury mentions — "get a

packsack and move." That isn't the approach
we have to take. We have to get tough, and
the sooner we do it the better, because in the

long run that's the only solution in the natural

resource field.

Mr. S. Smith: Get tough for the right
reason.

Mr. Martel: What? So we could spread
poverty around?

Mr. Lewis: That's right.

Mr. Martel: I suggest there is a short-term

solution. It is that legislation be introduced
next week bringing in a supplementary un-

employment insurance benefit fund for those

miners; it would give them an additional 30

per cent, as has been worked out with the

auto industry. In the long term, take over 50

per cent of those mines, as called for by the

minister's colleagues, along with the members
of the New Democratic Party and the Liberal

Party, and then we can get on with doing
some economic planning which will lead to

jobs for the young people in the years to

come.
Otherwise we are dead. The exploitation

will continue and we will have nothing. We
have seen it in the north for too long; ghost
town after ghost town, without anything to

take its place.
The government has a Ministry of Northern

Affairs that could help. I moved three or four

amendments-

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member's time has

expired.

Mr. Martel: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. When
that bill came in, we moved three or four

amendments which would have helped to

resolve some of those problems, but the Tories

rejected! them all. The government is bankrupt.

McKeough said it; there will be no manu-

facturing in the north for 20 years, the gov-
ernment is bankrupt.

Mr. Peterson: Mr. Speaker, I have about

three minutes to wind up. I think this has

been a fruitful and worthwhile debate, be-

cause I think people have been able to lay

their positions, or lack thereof, very clearly

around a specific issue. I think the problem
has been expressed well in human terms, and
I want you to know that our party associates

itself in every respect with the human dis-

locations that are going to go on. We associate

ourselves—

Mr. Deans: That is idle tripe.

Mr. Foulds: Yes, that is really nice. Send
them a sympathy card.

Mr. Peterson: We associate ourselves with

every constructive suggestion that will be
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arising. That concerns us very deeply. What
troubles me so very much about this is that

we are always so late in this business. The

signals were there, they have been there since

1970.

Mr. Laughren: The feds helped a lot.

Mr. Peterson: The government had a clear

responsibility in my judgement, to change a lot

of its policies prior to this event that was

sprung on members yesterday when suddenly,

out of the sky, there is a layoff of a significant

number of workers. That is the greatest

tragedy, because the government, in its pure,

doctrinaire capitalism, is afraid to get in-

volved, to work with the industry and work

with the workers to plan some sort of con-

structive strategy.

Our friends to the left revealed, in my
judgement, a very serious lack of understand-

ing of the world marketplace in the nickel

processing industry—the nickel smelting in-

dustry. It certainly does not conform with any
of the research we have done. There are a lot

of very aggressive nations in this world that

are probably a hell of a lot smarter than we

are, like Japan, that just won't buy processed

nickel. That just happens to be a reality.

We have an option at that point. Because

they are tough, they do good central planning,

they believe in free enterprise, and they are

only going to buy a limited number of prod-

ucts, we have an option of getting the govern-

ment involved; intelligently, through tariff

policy, through assisting on export licences for

various degrees of finished products—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Provincial tariff policy?

Mr. Peterson: Look, don't give me that non-

sense. We have lots of input into the federal

government. We have the centre of the in-

dustry here—

Hon. Mr. Davis: Oh, yes, we have noticed

it.

Mr. Peterson: We also happen to have the

Mining Act here which has historically re-

stricted some of the export of semi-finished

product into foreign countries. The govern-

ment should be, very clearly in my judge-

ment-

Mr. Cassidy: What two-faced, two-headed

people they are.

Mr. S. Smith: Oh, Cassidy, you are-

Mr. Peterson: — looking at that Mining
Act, looking at section 113, and should have

contracts awarding specific exemptions to get
that product rolling. In fairness, we find that

governments of the world are working at

cross purposes. Japan, for example-

Interjection.

Mr. S. Smith: They are not informed, they

really arc not.

Mr. Peterson: Members of the government
just don't understand. We find that the

Japanese government, for example, only
wants a specified product. The government
of Ontario won't allow that specified product
to be shipped, so we end up doing nothing
in the middle.

Where I think we have an obligation to-

day is to do the best we can to be construc-

tive towards the government. In my judge-

ment, being constructive towards the govern-
ment today is not saying "run out and buy
50 per cent of Inco." That's just silly. We
haven't got enough money for the things
that are necessary today in this province, let

alone going out and nationalizing the re-

source sector. If members look around the

world where that is being done, there is no

necessary benefit, no necessary increase in

efficiency, or anything else.

It troubles me that this has become a less

constructive debate, than I think it could

have been, when it just revolved around
the old polemic, the old line that comes up,

always after the fact, in a debate of this

type.
We very clearly accept our responsibility

to protect the Sudbury basin. All of our

policies there should be oriented towards

that in the short run. We are not concerned

particularly about Guatemala or Indonesia or

anywhere else, and that's where the Premier

has to be concerned and all of his govern-
ment has to be concerned.

We have specific suggestions—I'm sorry

I'm running overtime. The Speaker is get-

ting mad at me.
Tomorrow morning the government can

work on specific contracts to export specific

quantities of various grades of ore to vari-

ous countries. That is where it can partici-

pate tomorrow morning and it should be

doing it.

Mr. Cassidy: What a sell-out.

Hon. B. Stephenson: They don't want that;

not right now they don't.

Mr. Speaker: The time for this debate has

expired.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, I under-

stood from the whips there was a certain

order of speakers. I would like, perhaps,

with your indulgence then, on Monday, by

way of a statement so that the rules will

not be breached, just to sum up some of

the observations and concerns that have been

expressed on all sides of the House.

I would not want the members of the

House to feel there weren't some other sug-
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gestions to be put forward, or some observa-

tions made with respect to some of the

observations emanating from the members

opposite. I have not been provoked, but I

just want to say, because I feel it very

deeply, I resent the suggestions coming from

the member for Sudbury East that in any

way the fact that there are not government
representatives in the Sudbury basin will-

Mr. Deans: What is this? What is going
on here?

Mr. Martel: Well don't accuse me. I rep-

resent Sudbury East.

Hon. Mr. Davis: No, I'm not accusing the

member. I'm sorry, the member for Sudbury
(Mr. Germa)—whoever, you know to whom I

am referring. I resent the suggestion that the

attitude of this government, whatever poli-

cies, whatever it is we embark upon to assist

the people in Sudbury in any way, will be

tempered by the fact that he happens to

represent that particular constituency. That
has never been the position of this govern-
ment.

Mr. Deans: On a point of order.

Hon. B. Stephenson: Why don't you sit

down?

Mr. Germa: Tell us about the Northern

Affairs office.

Hon. Mr. Davis: We can demonstrate it

time and time again. I want the public in

Sudbury to know that in spite of what he

says, we're going to do our best to see that

the people there do not suffer unneces-

sarily.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. That's starting

a debate.

Mr. Deans: That's out of order.

Hon. Mr. Davis: That's on a matter of

personal privilege then.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for Went-
worth. Did you have a point of order?

Mr. Deans: I'd like to draw to your at-

tention that since the time had expired the

Premier had no right to continue to speak,

sir; and your responsibility was to bring him
to order.

Hon. Mr. MacBeth: Your leader went well

over his time

Mr. Deans: I want to say, nevertheless,

since you allowed and since the Premier

feels that he would like to contribute to

the debate on Monday, we would find quite

acceptable a suggestion that this debate be
continued for an hour on Monday and that

other people be enabled to add to the

debate and to contribute to the final out-

come.

Mr. Breithaupt: Speaking to that point of

order, Mr. Speaker, we have had, this morn-

ing, opportunity for three members of the

cabinet to speak. I would certainly not wish
in any way to preclude the Premier from

making his particular comments. If it is

agreeable to the members of the House, the

Premier, if he has comments to make and if

it is useful that they be made all at one

time, will certainly have our consent to make
a statement now.

Mr. Deans: He could have had the time of

the Minister of Natural Resources. He didn't

say anything.

Mr. Speaker: The time for adjournment
has now passed. Unless I get some direction

from the House I will accept a motion to

adjourn.

Mr. Breithaupt: That's our suggestion, Mr.

Speaker.

Hon. Mr. Davis: I shall be very brief, if

it is the feeling of the members of the

House that we might conclude this debate

now rather than by way of, shall we say a

brief statement of 10 minutes on Monday.

Mr. Martel: Go ahead, but other people
will speak.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Mr. Speaker, if it is the

understanding that my contribution, short as

it will be, then puts you in the position of

other members wishing to speak, then I'll be

guided by what you say.

Mr. Breithaupt: Let's hear it all now.

Mr. Speaker: Sessional order 30 specifically

says that the debate will be concluded at

6 p.m. I take that to mean 1 p.m. on Friday.

Without any specific direction from the

House, I can only assume this debate has

been concluded.

Mr. Breithaupt: I am prepared to move
that the Premier be now heard.

Mr. Speaker: That would require unanim-

ous consent.

Do we have unanimous consent?

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, on a point of

order. A motion to extend the sitting can

only be made by the government House

leader.

Hon. Mr. Welch: Mr. Speaker, I would

be prepared to move that we extend the

time for 10 minutes to allow the leader of

the government of Ontario to participate in

this debate.

Mr. Breithaupt: Agreed.

Mr. Martel: Mr. Speaker, I am going to

move an amendment that we increase it to

an hour to allow all those who want to par-
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ticipate to do so, and not just make a privi-

leged position for the Premier.

Hon. Mr. Davis: Speaking to the motion

proposed by the House leader 1 don't want

any privileged position. I did want to express

some general observations.

Mr. Martel: I don't want to put the

Premier off.

Hon. Mr. Davis: In light of the amend-
ment which the member for Sudbury East

says he would offer on the motion from the

House leader, we are withdrawing it. I will

make a statement on Monday afternoon at 2

o'clock.

Mr. Breithaupt: I

that we will not have
from the Premier.

Hon. Mr. Welch: I

journ in order to win

intelligent fashion.

Mr. Deans: Who said it would be in

telligent?

Mr. S. Smith: The

think it is regrettable

the opportunity to hear

will move that we ad-

id up the debate in an

On motion by Hon
adjourned at 1.02 p.m.

man's the Premier.

, Mr. Welch the House
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